


DURUM WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS FOR 1957 


HEARING 


BEFORE THE 


COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY ,....... 


50K 

ae oe ede OF MICHIG/ 
UNITED STATES SENATE 7 i 
EIGHTY-FIFTH CONGRESS | 
FIRST SESSION acaemerr mei 


ON 


S. 323 


A BILL TO AMEND SECTION 334 (e) OF THE AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 19388, AS AMENDED, RELATING TO 
INCREASED ALLOTMENTS FOR DURUM WHEAT 


JANUARY 25, 1957 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 


as 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
87944 WASHINGTON : 1957 














COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
ALLEN J. BLLENDER, Louisiana, Chairman 


OLIN D. JOHNSTON, South Carolina 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, Florida 
JAMES O. EASTLAND, Mississippi 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, Minnesota 
W. KERR SCOTT, North Carolina 
STUART SYMINGTON, Missouri 
HERMAN BD. TALMADGE, Georgia 


GEORGE D. AIKEN, Vermont 
MILTON R. YOUNG, North Dakota 
EDWARD J. THYE, Minnesota 
BOURKE B, HICKENLOOPER, Iowa 
KARL BD. MUNDT, South Dakota 
JOHN J. WILLIAMS, Delaware 
ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL, Kansas 


Corys M. Mouser, Chief Clerk 


I 








DEPOSITED BY THE 
MINITED STATES OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 





Statement of— 


Anderson, Hon. LeRoy H., Representative in Congress from the 
Second Congressional District of the State of Montana -_-_--__.._-_- 
Baker, J. A., coordinator of legislative services, National Farmers 


rT 


Union 


Cook, Jess K., Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association, St. Paul, 
Mths ce ei Guus. «a idcdnineds aida .Jducso bids de taeeie ae 
Hendrickson, Roy F., executive secretary, National Federation of 

Grain re i cise Satine qlbta be bis siiandee aeesekatbad 
Hofstrand, Harold, North Dakota Farm Bureau, Leeds, N. Dak- ~~ __- 


Langer, Hon. William, a United States Senator from the State of 
North Dakota 


McCabe, Ben C., president, McCabe Co., Minneapolis, Minn_.___-_-. 


oo George H., president, North Dakota Farm Bureau, Garske, 
a 


Murray, Hon. James E., a United States Senator from the State of 
Montana 


Ryan, Maurice L., chairman, durum growers relations committee, 
National Macaroni Manufacturers Association, St. Paul, Minn - --_-_- 
Miscellaneous documents: 
S. SOR: GU Cemeteries ee et 
Letter to Senator Murray from the Department of Agriculture 
Letter to Senator Langer from John W. Bonner, Helena, Mont___._~-- 
Telegram to Senator Langer from Donald A. Hess, manager, agri- 
culture committee, Devils Lake Chamber of Commerce, Devils 
LONG, Th DOM cndasiun tac addgeudebateuddeaseabaakewaneus 
Table, durum wheat acreage and production ___..._..-...-.-.----.. 
Table, durum wheat— United States supply and disposition_________- 
Statement filed by Hon. Otto Krueger, a Representative at large in 
Congress from the State of North Dakota..............-...-.-... 
Telegram to Maurice L. Ryan from Lloyd E. Skinner, president, 
National Macaroni Manufacturers Association._.._........____ 
Poll taken at the State durum show at Langdon, N. Dak____________- 
Statement filed by Hon. John Taber, Representative in Congress from 
the 36th Congressional District of the State of New York___...____- 
Letters and telegrams to Senator Young from: 
~~ _A. Stevens, vice president, General Mills, Inc., Minneapolis, 
lh... ccncunmimiodciiocwiniiiiaumaaieiidilatiibeaaice aes 
F. Peavey Heffelfinger, president, F. H. Peavey & Co., Minne- 
SOA, TIO ois ittien nine atid iene a tueibibadtRs aed iin nictebig igi 
Weston B. Grimes for Cargill, Inc., Washington, D. C 
Walter Hansen and others, thankwasther. Ke. Agen pee 5 
Donald A. Hess, manager, agriculture committee, Devils Lake Cham- 
ber of Commerce, Devils Lake, N. Dak... ....--.--..--------.-- 
Frank Peck and Walter Magod, Inverness, Mont__._.-.....-___--- 
Statement filed by E. N. Duncan, director, industrial and agricultural 
development department, Great Northern Railway Co., St. Paul, Minn_ 
Resolution No. 3 from Barnes County Farmers Union of N. Dak 
Letters and telegrams to Senator Young from: 
Joe Parizek, Sess, Ward County Crop Improvement Association, 
Minot, N. Dak 
Farmers Mill and Elevator Association, Devils Lake, N. Dak 
Lakota Commercial Club, Lakota, N. Dak__..-.......-----.-.-.-- 
oo I. Lee, secretary, Benson County Extension Committee, Leeds, 
. Dak 


P. R. Fossen, general manager, North Dakota Mill & Elevator, Grand 
Forks, N. Dak 


-—<<-e-+= 


10 
15 
16 


22 
24 


24 


31 
32 


32 
33 


33 
34 


34 
35 
35 
35 





IV CONTENTS 


Letters and telegrams to Senator Young from—Continued 
Robert A. Busch, manager, Manvel Farmers Union Elevator Co., 
Manvel, N. Dak cals eee ee c : : 
Vernon A. Sturlaugson, secretary, Benson County Crops & Livestock 
Improvement Association, Minnewaukan, N. Dak_-__- earners 
Legislative analysis memorandum filed by J. A. Baker, coordinator of 
legislative services, National Farmers Union ea co ae 
Statement filed by Hon. Mike Mansfield, a United States Senator from the 
State of Montana 
Letters to Senator Young from: 
Paul E. R. Abrahamson, agricultural department, the McCabe Co., 
Minneapolis, Minn BLEwOSU2U EL £8 oh um. ,ceeLls 
Henry O. Putnam, executive secretary, Northwest Crop Improvement 
Association, Minneapolis, Minn p_ Je MBDIIGe . od 4 
Resolution from the Sargent County Farmers Union County Board of 





Page 





DURUM WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS FOR 1957 


FRIDAY, JANUARY 25, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. U. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., In room 324 
Senate Office Building, Senator W. Kerr Scott, presiding. 

Present: Senators Johnston, Humphrey, Scott, Talmadge, Young, 
Thye, and Munat. 

Also present : Senator Langer. 

Senator Scorr. The meeting will please come to order. 

The committee will consider S. 323. 

(S. 325 is as follows:) 


[S. 328, Sith Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 334 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1958, as amended, 
relating to increased allotments for durum wheat 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 334 (e) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended (7 U. S. C. 1334), is amended to read us 
follows: 

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary shall 
increase the farm marketing quotas and acreage allotments for the 1957 crop of 
wheat for farms located in counties in the States of North Dakota, Minnesota, 
Montana, South Dakota, and California, designated by the Secretary as counties 
which (1) are capable of producing durum wheat (class II) and (2) have pro- 
duced such wheat for commercial food products during one or more of the five 
years 1952 through 1956. The increase in the wheat acreage allotment for any 
farm shall be conditioned upon the production of durum wheat (class II) on 
such increased acreage. The increased allotment shall be determined by adding 
to the allotment established without regard to this subsection (hereinafter 
referred to as the ‘original allotment’) an acreage equal to the acreage by which 
the original allotment exceeds the 1957 acreage on the farm of classes of wheat 
other than durum wheat (class II) (hereinafter referred to as ‘other wheat’), 
but such increased allotment shall not exceed the smaller of the cropland on the 
farm well suited to wheat or the wheat acreage on the farm: Provided, That for 
the purposes of this subsection (1) the original allotment for each farm shall 
be not less than fifteen acres, and (2) varieties of class II (durum wheat) known 
as ‘Golden Ball’ and ‘Peliss’ shall be regarded as ‘other wheat’. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this subsection, no acreage allotment shall be increased 
under this subsection for any farm on which the producer Knowingly devotes 
to the production of other wheat an acreage in excess of the acreage allotment 
established without regard to this subsection (and particularly without regard 
to clause (1) of the foregoing proviso). 

“The increases in wheat acreage allotments authorized by this subsection 
shall be in addition to the National, State. and county wheat acreage allotments, 
and the acreage of durum wheat (class II) on such increased allotments shall 
not be considered in establishing future State, county and farm acreage allot- 
ments. 

“The provisions of paragraph (6) of Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress 
(7 U. S. C. 1340 (6)), and section 326 (b) of this Act, relating to the reduction 
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of the storage amount of wheat shall apply to the allotment for the farm estab- 
lished without regard to this subsection and not to the increased allotment under 


this subsection.” 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Young, if you will introduce the witnesses. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Chair man, I am happy that the chairman of 
the committee called a meeting to consider this durum-wheat legis- 
lation. 

You will recall that we had legislation somewhat similar to what 
is now being considered for the past 3 years. It started with a rust 
epidemic, during which the durum-wheat production, about 5 years 
ago, dropped from the normal of 35 million to 45 million bushels a 
year down to 5 million bushels. Through this legislation we had en- 
abled and encouraged farmers to achieve more durum-wheat produc- 
tion. This year the production is about back to normal. 

Some take the position legislation is no longer necessary, but I 
believe the witnesses here today will provide ample proof that we 
need this legislation one more year at least, in order to keep a normal 
supply of durum-wheat on hand in the country to supply our needs. 

We have several witnesses here. I think, Senator Murray, that you 
have a witness. 

Senator Murray. I have one witness. 

Senator Younc. Would you proceed, then ? 

Senator Trrve. Mr. Chairman, before Senator Murray commences, 
we have an Appropriations Committee session on defense appropria- 
tions at 10:30 this morning, and I should be there, as I am one of 
the members on that subcommittee. 

I just want to make this statement prior to Senator Murray’s state- 
ment so I shall not have to interrupt him. I will leave my proxy with 
Senator Young in the event there is a vote to be taken on this bill at 
the close of this session. 

As you know, I am one of the cosponsors of the bill, so I am in 
complete support of it. 

Thank you. 

Senator Young. Thank you. 

Senator Scorr. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Murray. Mr. Chairman, my function here this morning 
is very simple. 

I, of course, have been in support of this legislation during all the 
time it has been before the ceashen. I remember when Senator 
Young first brought it to my attention, and it seemed to me a very 
fine opportunity for the farmers of Montana to produce durum wheat 
on land there that would go idle if we did not have the opportunity 
of planting it. 

This morning it is my privilege to present to the committee a gentle- 
man from my State who has been elected to the House of Representa- 
tives and who is a farmer and producer of durum wheat himself. He 
knows the durum-wheat problem from start to finish. So, it is now 
my pleasure to call your attention to him and ask you to listen to 
him, and he will give you a very full explanation of the program. 

Congressman Anderson has introduced a measure identical to Senate 
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bill 323 in the House of Representatives. Our whole Montana delega- 


tion npr the bipartisan patra to permit farmers to plant 1 
acre of durum wheat for each acre planted to durum out of their 
acreage allotment. Last year the bonus was 2 acres, for each acre of 
allotment planted to durum. 


We feel that a one-for-one bill is needed this year. Congressman 
Anderson, a grower, can best explain our reasons to you, and it is a 
real pleasure to me to introduce to you Mr. Anderson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LE ROY H. ANDERSON, REPRESENTATIVE IN 


CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Anvrerson. Thank you, Senator Murray. 

Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I will try to make my 
remarks as practical and to the point as I can, speaking in behalf of 
the bill to provide a one-for-one additional allotment for durum wheat 
raised in leu of other wheat, within the Department’s limitations. 

In order to have something to speak to, I think that I should point 
out that the Department of Agriculture has indicated in a letter to 
us, and I presume they will perhaps present this to you later, that 
they are not greatly concerned about the durum wheat production. 
They claim that consumers will accept what they call alimentary pastes 
produced from blends, and did accept them during the shortage that 
existed when North Dakota was first hit by the rust, and they claim 


that the processors will resist the use of durum wheat when the prices 
are up. 


I will be happy to put this letter to Senator Murray in the record, 
if desired. 


Senator Scorr. Without objection, so ordered. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., January 24, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRRAyY, 

United States Senate. 


Dear SENATOR MurRAY: This is in reply to your letter of December 30, 1956, 
in which you requested data and other information concerning our experience 
with the several incentive durum wheat (class II) production programs that 
were promulgated under Public Laws 290, 8, and 431 for the years 1954, 1955, and 
1956, respectively. 

The production figures for the 1956 durum wheat crop by counties has not yet 
been reported and we expect it will be several weeks before the data is available. 
Rather than further delay this reply, we are now reporting 1954 and 1955 pro- 
duction for the States of Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. 
California was not included in the 1954 and 1955 programs. 

The tables bearing the title “Durum (Class II) Accomplishments” for each 
of the participating States for 1954 and 1955 are, we believe, self-explanatory. 
They report the number of farms by counties participating in the program fer the 
2 years; the increase in acreage allotments under the program; the total wheat 
acres ; total durum acres; the bushels of durum harvested and the value of the 
durum wheat produced in each participating county. We used the annual aver- 
age price for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum Minneapolis quotation to estimate the 
value of the crop produced in each county. 

Table II titled ‘Wheat: Monthly Cash Prices at Minneapolis for No. 1 Dark 
Northern Spring 15 Percent Protein and No. 2 Hard Amber Durum” reports the 
price paid for these two classes of wheat by months for the years 1952, 1953, 
1954, 1955, and to December 1956. It also reports the average monthly bushel 
price spread between the two classes of wheat. However, we used the annual 
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average price for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum to estimate the value of durum wheat 
harvested by each participating county and State’s total for the 2 years of 1954 
and 1955. These values are reported for each State on their respective “Durum 
(Class II) Accomplishments” tables. 

Table I and table Il report the “United States supply-disposition” beginning 
with 1948 through 1955, with 1956 indicated and 1957 estimated. Please note 
that table I reports on both class II and class LII of durum wheat; durum wheat 
(class II) is capable of producing amber durum wheat from which semolina is 
milled principally for the production of alimentary paste products while class 
III is Red Durum and is not suitable for the production of semolina. Therefore, 
table II is the one in which we are interested, but we supplied table I so that 
you may make a comparison of the two. Some durum-wheat reports, prior to 
1954, include Red Durum production data which distorts the production data 
from durum wheat (class II). 

We hesitate to request incentive durum-wheat legislation for 1957 principally 
because of the macaroni industry’s small usage of semolina since the harvest 
of the 1956 crop and, more particularly consumers’ acceptance of macaroni prod- 
ucts made from blends of wheat other than durum and durum wheat. «Historica! 
use of semolina by the macaroni manufacturers is no longer a safe criteria or 
basis on which we can establish reasonable domestic demand. 

The macaroni-manufacturing industry has demonstrated over the last several 
years that they have succeeded in producing consumer-accepted alimentary paste 
products made with farinaceous blends that were obtained by milling wheat 
other than durum and durum wheat. At the beginning of the “black stem rust 
race 15b” epidemic we believed that the macaroni-products market would be lost 
to foreign macaroni producers and/or consumers would substitute other products 
for macaroni products. At that time macaroni products made with 100 percent 
farina or blends of farina and low quantities of semolina were believed to be 
inferior to products made with semolina. This belief has not become factual. 
Our domestic consumers have accepted paste products made from blends of farina 
and semolina. 

In addition, macaroni producers have demonstrated their reluctance to buy 
semolina when the market for No. 2 Hard Amber Durum was in the area of $2.70 
to $2.80 per bushel. In fact the market broke because there were so few buyers 
for durum wheat (class II). Had the consumer seriously rejected paste prod- 
ucts made with blends, macaroni producers would have paid the price for semo- 
lina obtained from milling No. 2 Hard Amber Durum rather than risk the loss 
of their market, but they were convinced such would not be the case. Time has 
proven the soundness of their judgment. 

If an incentive program is promulgated we believe it will invite over- 
production, which is quite possible now that rust resistant durum-wheat varie- 
ties are available for commercial plantings. If we proposed an incentive durum- 
wheat program for 1957 and overproduction occurred, we would then be a con- 
tributing party to our more than abundant Commodity Credit Corporation wheat 
stocks. In the event an insufficient quantity of durum wheat (class II) is pro- 
duced in 1957, macaroni manufacturers may readily produce their products from 
blends without fear of consumer rejection. 

Our study convinces us that the supply of durum wheat (class IIT) is normally 
in excess of domestic consumption requirements for the 1956-57 crop year to 
such an extent that we are able to export at least 10 million bushels, and that 
there are now available for 1957 planting reasonable quantities of the four durum 
wheat (class II) varieties which possess exceptional resistance to black stem 
rust race 15b. This strengthens our conviction that durum-wheat producers in 
the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minnesota should not suffer 
the extensive losses caused by previous rust epidemics. Durum wheat produced 
in Montana and the Tule Lake area of California is not disturbed by rust race 
15b. Therefore, we believe it is reasonable to expect that the normal supply 
and demand that now exists will continue with the 1957 crop. 

The present supply and distribution situation for the 1956 crop appears to be 
about as follows. This is based on the assumption that industry will revert to 
their former 100 percent semolina usage which has not as yet occurred on an 
industrywide basis. At the beginning of the 1956 spring wheat crop year we had 
an estimated carryover of 5 million bushels of 1955 durum wheat (class II) and 
a 1956 harvest of about 39.6 million bushels. From this total supply of 44.6 
million bushels, we were led to believe that industry would use about 25 million 
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bushels. We will probably export at least 10 million bushels and use about 24% 
or 3 million bushels for seed, leaving us a free balance of 6 or 61% million bushels 
to be carried over into 1958. 


For these reasons we do not believe it advisable to promote a 1957 program 
for durum wheat (class IT). 
Sincerely yours, 


TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


Senator Scorr. Congressman, you mentioned that the Department 
of Agriculture may take an indifferent attitude. Now, are they op- 
posed to it, as far as you know ? 

Mr. Anperson. Their statement says: 


We hesitate to request incentive durum-wheat legislation. 


It is not an active opposition. It is, I would judge, a failure to 
support. 

Senator Scorr. That is what you can call a flexible observation ; is 
that not right ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

And in this letter they present several reasons to back up their hesi- 
tancy. 

The first reason is that they say that we will have enough without 
incentives, and then they say that if we do not have enough, that the 
consumers will accept substitutes. 

Well, their position there is a little bit like that of the fellow who 
was up In court charged with having stolen an iron kettle. They had 
the kettle there at the court, and while he was being tried he got up 
and said, “Look, that weighs about 100 pounds, I could not have run 
away and stolen that kettle.” 

But they had witnesses to prove that he had, and so then he said, 
“Well, that kettle was in good shape when it was recovered.” And 
then they presented a witness to establish that the kettle was cracked 
when they had taken it from his domicile and was no longer useful, 
and so he s said, “Well, that kettle was already cracked when I stole it.” 

And that is the position of the Department of Agriculture here. 
They are telling us that we can get an adequate supply of durum 
wheat without incentive legislation, and then they are saying that 
if we don’t get an adequate supply, well—we didn’t need it anyway. 

I would like to deal first very briefly with the question of whether 
or not we should encourage a situation in which we will have to ac- 
cept substitutes. 

Now, they make the point that the consumer has accepted substi- 
tutes. We know they had no choice; there was no durum. They 
shipped in what they could, but it was not enough, so they had to ae- 
cept substitutes. But I can remember in World War I when we had 
to use oat flour with other flour when we baked our bread, we used it 
but we didn’t like it—well, you will accept a substitute if you have to. 
But in the long run that is going to lead to inferior products and the 
loss of our markets. 

Senator Youne. Could [interrupt you / 

Mr. Anperson. Surely. 

Senator Youne. Is it not true that many of the consumers did not 
know that they were buying a substitute because many of the produ- 
cers of macaroni and spaghetti kept on advertising their product to 
be a completely 100-percent semolina or durum wheat product, so 
they did not know they were buying a substitute ? 

87944572 
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Mr. Anperson. Yes; there are not suflicient safeguards to inform 
the consumer of adulteration. 

I would like to commend those of you who put in the bill last session 
to require semolina products to be labeled, so they must have at least 
75 percent of semolina in them, and I hope you get such a bill through 
this year. 

And then, along that line, in order to bring you in, Senator, we 
might by analogy with the tobacco industry point out that unless we 

can assure them a re: usonably certain and steady supply processors 
are not going to build up the macaroni market for the high- quality 
semolina product. If Lucky Strike knew that 2 years out “of 3 they 
would have only inferior stems and leaves and sweepings and stuff to 
make their cigarettes out of, they would not build up quality markets 
for the product that they would like to turn out. The same thing is 
certainly true of the durum growers, that is, unless we can assure 
them, as we have not been able to do in the past, unless we can assure 
them that we will produce enough durum to meet their needs, they 
are not going to build up the durum market and we are going to lose 
it to foreign countries and we are also going to lose the present good 
export mar rket. which we have for these durum and semolina pr oduets. 

Senator Younc. In Montana 3 years ago I think that your durum 

yroduction was around 1 million or 2 million bushels a year, and this 
| steaencn 1956, your production increased to around 17 million bushels. 

I think that it is rather important to find out what the farmers in 
Montana would do in the absence of this legislation. Would your 
farmers continue to plant that many acres if there was no legislation ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, Senator. I think we would almost eliminate 
the production of durum. It is only being grown in Montana as a 
substitute. 

We raise premium spring wheats. In the durum area, it is only 
being grown as a substitute because of that incentive, because within 
out allotment we can plant more acres of durum. 

Senator Youne. You get additional acreage. 

Is your hard spring wheat and winter w wheat better yielders, and 
are they more sure yielders than durum wheat ? 

Mr. Anperson. You are more sure with them and, in general, they 
are better. You will find farmers who will say that durum has pro- 
duced as well for them as their spring wheats, but if you talk to 100 
or’ 1,000, as I did in the last campaign, I think that you will find 
most of them regard durum as a rather risky crop, the reasons being 
that if drought strikes they might get almost no crop, in the eastern 
part of the ‘State you may have rust, and it is very susceptible to 
shattering by wind or light hailstorm and it has other disadvantages 
which make farmers reluctant to raise durum, one being that it is a 
weed, and a noxious weed, in our spring wheat area. 

If you get more than 2 percent or 3 percent of durum wheat volun- 
teering in your spring-wheat fields, then your spring wheat has to be 
sold as feed at, perhaps half the price of wheat. And, of course, the 
reverse is true; if you get more eae about 5 percent of spring w heat 


volunteering in your durum- wheat fields, then your durum must also 
be sold at about half the price as feed. So Montana farmers are very 
reluctant to raise durum unless there is a very substantial incentive. 
I think that is borne out by the acreage figures. In 1954, although 
hat year, the farmers had not learned too 


there was good incentive in t 
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much about it and they raised only 14,000 acres of durum—well- that 
is negligible, of course. 

In the following year they raised 270,000, and last year, under the 
2-for-1 bill, they raised almost 1 million acres of durum. 

Well, that was the result of the incentive. So, we went from a 
negligible production up to a production last year in which we pro- 
Pe almost exactly the same as North Dakota. We each raised 
approximately 18 million to 20 million bushels of durum, which makes 
up almost the entire United States production. 

Senator Youna. I think we should explain at this time that the 
bill before us would give to any wheat farmer who plants 1 acre of 
his regular wheat quota to durum wheat, 1 additional acre over and 
above that. So he would have to reduce his plantings of spring wheat 
and put it into durum wheat. In doing so he would gain a little addi- 
tional acreage over and above his regular quota. 

The legislation last year provided that he gain 2 additional acres. 
This year it provides only 1 additional acre, and the legislation previ- 
ous to that was wide open. Any farmer could plant all of the durum 
wheat that he wanted over and above the quota. It was so risky to 
plant durum that not many farmers took advantage of it. 

But now, because of some new varieties, durum is a surer crop but, as 
Congressman Anderson pointed out, it is still a much riskier crop to 
grow than other wheat, and we all feel in the absence of legislation of 
this kind that durum-wheat production would drop down to perhaps 
not more than half of the needs of this country. 

Senator Jonnston. In other words, you feel you’ve got to encourage 
it to get the amount of production necessary ? 

Senator Youne. That is right. 

Senator Jounston. And also there is this other thing, that they will 
not grow it because of what Mr. Anderson has quoted, because if they 
grow it on their wheatland this year and start to grow the other wheat 
the following year, it reduces the values of the wheat; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Anperson. That isa serious problem. : 

If you can use enough care to reduce the danger of that happening, it 
is a different matter—but, Senator, we have some other witnesses from 
the grain trade and the macaroni interests who can do a much better 
job of explaining the difference between the two than I can, it is a 
different type wheat. 

Senator Jonnsron. Is ita hard wheat? 

Mr. Anperson. It isa hard wheat; yes. 

Senator Jounston. Isit.in short supply or surplus production ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. It is above normal production this year and we 
have a little more than normal carryover. 

Senator Jounston. Is any held by CCC now? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes; most of the crop is put under OCC loan at 
harvesttime so that the farmer can pay his bills, and then, as the 
market will absorb it, the durum is moved into the market and the 
CCC loan is paid off. I am sure substantial amounts are still under 
loan. 

Senator Jounsron. Does it have the same support price as does other 
wheat ? 

Mr. Anperson. Durum is about 20 or 25 cents higher than our hard 
spring wheats. 
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Senator Jounsron. I think you pointed out that it was in short 
supply until last year. 

Senator Youn. That is right. 

Senator Jounston. And that is the reason for this preferential 
treatment ? 

Senator Tautmanper. It has been in short supply but now is about 
normal ¢ 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Senator Tatmapce. And the treatment under price support is the 
same as other types of wheat ? 

Senator Youna. There is a quality factor. The price supports on 
wheat are based to some extent on quality, and because of the protein 
content durum does command a little higher support than other 
wheat. Am I right on that? Someone back there said it is 25 cents 
and up. 

Senator Tatmapce. Suppose a farmer has an acreage allotment of 
100 acres of wheat, say in North Dakota, how would this bill affect 
him ¢ 

Senator Youne. If he had 100 acres allotment, and if lie planted 
50 acres to durum wheat and 50 acres to spring wheat, then he would 
get. 1 additional acre for each of those 50 acres of his regular allot- 
ment he put in durum. 

Senator Tatmaper. In other words, he would have 150 acres ¢ 

Senator Younc. Yes: and last year it was 200 acres, under the pro- 
gram. 

Senator Tarmapce. What States produce this durum wheat ? 

Senator Younc. Well, until this special durum wheat legislation 
North Dakota produced about 90 percent of the durum wheat produced 
in the United States. But our farmers, because of a severe epidemic 
of rust, known as race 15—B, and because we did not have a variety 
of durum wheat that was resistant to it, greatly reduced their produc- 
tion. This legislation encouraged the farmers in South Dakota, North 
Dakota, Montana, Minnesota, and one county in California to plant 
more durum wheat. 

Senator Tarmaper. Is any of it imported into this country / 

Senator Young. No. In the last year because of the shortage of 
durum wheat in this country there have been sizable imports of maca- 
roni and spaghetti earlier this year. 

Senator Tatmap6e. Is any of it now exported ? 

Senator Youne. Yes; some is being exported. 

Senator TaLMaper. It is a specialty wheat, then, for a specialty 
market / 

Senator Youne. Yes. 

Senator Tatmapce. No further questions. 

Senator Jonnstron. It was brought out, I think, that this bill does 
not give them the same preferential treatment they have been getting 
2 vears back. 

Mr. Anperson. The first year they could plant what they wanted 
and the next year it was 2 for 1 and this year it is 1 for 1. 

Senator YounG. Senator Talmadge, you may be a long ways from a 
principal wheat-producing area, but you asked some very pertinent 
questions. You are going to be a fine member of this committee. 
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Senator Tarmaper. Thank you. I am happy and glad to be as- 
sociated with such a distinguished Senator as you, and particularly 
one that has done so much for the farmers of this Nation. 

I am a farmer and I come from a farm State and while we do not 
produce a great amount of wheat, I am very much interested in wheat, 
as well as all agricultural products. 

Senator Jounsron. Having known the Senator from Georgia for 
many, many years and knowing his activity with agriculture, I am 
certain he is going to be a lot of help to us in this committee. 

Senator TatmMaper. Thank you for your compliment; you com- 
pliment me beyond my value. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM LANGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Senator Lancer. Mr. Chairman, 1 might add this. The situation 
a few years ago was that, as Senator Young said, North Dakota raised 
90 percent of the durum wheat. In Montana—we raised about 25 
million bushels and Montana about 1,500,000 and north and west 
Minnesota about 1,500,000. 

Now, as Senator Young said, that has increased because of the 2-for- 
1 legislation. 

Up toa few years ago, they did not get any premium on the durum 
wheat but some years ago through the North Dakota Agricultural 
College experiments we finally got a premium and today the premium 
on durum wheat is between 20 and 22 cents. As a matter of fact, it 
is just as high, if not higher, than on spring wheat. 

The trouble with durum wheat was that for 3 years there was prac- 
tically a total crop failure in North Dakota. It was nothing unusual 
to see 320 acres of wheat—and Mr. Anderson will bear me out on 
this—nice, fine wheat that looked as though it would grow 25 to 30 
bus om to an acre, and that wheat nev er was cut because it did not get 
ripe, because of what you call—what is the name of that thing that 
keeps it from getting ripe, some kind of an insect that gets into it, a 
little green insect—the straw fly, and as a result of those, the farmers 
in what is called the Triangle, 17 counties in North Dakota, had almost 
a total loss and it got so bad that, as Senator Young and I remember, 


2 years ago the Federal Crop Insurance refused to insure that wheat— 
you remember ¢ 


Senator Young. Yes. 

Senator Lancer. Although we begged them to give those farmers 
crop insurance. They said, “The loss has been so great that we won't 
give you any insurance. 

After they got this 2 for 1, as we did in Montana, Minnesota, and 
other places, they are getting along pretty good. I have got telegrams 
here that I want to put into the “record and letters, and I have got 
many more in my oflice which I wish to file. 

I have a letter and a telegram here for the record right now. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection, so ordered. 
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(The letter and telegram referred to are as follows :) 


HEtENA, Mont., January 21, 1957. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 


United States Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR LANGER: I just wanted you to know that the farmers of Mon- 
tana are appreciative of your effort to help them through Senate bill 323. 

As a former attorney general and a former Governor I am well acquainted 
with farm conditions in this State. I am sure that Senate bill 323 will help the 
farmers a great deal. I am confident you have their support to help in any way 
possible in the passage of Senate bill 323. 

Sincerely yours, 


JoHN W. BONNER. 


Devits LAKE, N. Dak., January 24, 1957. 
SENATOR LANGER, 


United States Senate Office, Washington, D.C. 


We urge the passage of the durum program providing for both acreage and 
price incentives. This is a necessity to obtain adecuate 1957 durum wheat 
production on our total minimum wheat acreage for North Dakota. Prompt 
passing will mean better soil bank participation. 


AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE, DEvits LAKE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dona.p A. HEss, Manager. 

Senator Lancer. We feel that especially in the 17 counties in 
North Dakota that if they do not get this 1 for 1, it is greatly 
going to decrease this crop, this acreage of durum and if we do not 
get it, if this durum is not raised, we are going to be losing the mar- 
ket and it is very important to keep up these markets and keep them 
from the other countries. 

I might say that the farmers in North Dakota are 100 percent be- 
hind this program and I have had telephone calls and letters and tele- 
grams from all of those folks that are interested in agriculture, and 
of course, almost all of us out there are interested in agriculture, and 
it is almost unanimous everywhere in the State, they are for the 
bill. 

Senator Jonnsron. Let me ask one other question for the record. 

Can you grow as much per acre of this durum wheat? 

Mr. Anpverson. It depends on the season. In general, you raise a 
little less than of other wheats, but if it happens to be a season that 
is particularly suitable, you may in exceptional cases raise a little more, 
but on the average it is rather less. 

Senator Youne. About 10 percent less. 

Senator Jounston. And those people knowing that there will be a 
sale for only a certain amount of that type of wheat is one reason 
why you have not grown any more than you have; is that right? 

Mr. Anpverson. Well, I suppose primarily it is because they do not 
want to take the risk, they are worried that they will not get any- 
thing or get a very small crop. 

Senator Lancer. And it is true, Senator Young, is it not, that once 
in a while these farmers take chances, especially in the northern part 
of the State they will—how many crop failures would you say you 
had out there in 10 years, Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. We will always raise some crop if we have some 
rainfall, but in eastern Montana there probably have been 3 out of 
the last 5 what I would call in effect a failure. 

Senator Jounstron. Do you know what amount is going into the 
loan ? 
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Mr. ANprrson. Most of it moves into a loan, initially, because that 
is where you get your money quick and every farmer has got to pay 
his bills in the fall and so he ordinarily takes a loan. 

I produced something like 20,000 bushels of durum myself and that 
is what I did. I took a loan and then have been shipping it out 
whenever I can sell it for a few cents more than the loan. I am sure 
most of the durum will move into the normal market. 

Senator Jounston. What I am driving at is, that mostly they will 
not have after the season is finished, any left on hand or very little, 
if any ? 

Mr. Anperson. I would like, if I might, answer you by putting in 
table 2 from the Department of Agriculture, and enclosure to the 
letter I spoke of before, which indicates an estimated carryover of 8 
million bushels at the end of this season, a reasonable carryover. 

This table also indicates that we produced last year about 40 mil- 
lion bushels. The Department of Agriculture has estimated 30 mil- 
lion for next year and the disappearance figures which are shown 
here, disappearances for food, exports, and so on, indicate that with 
a normal production of about 30 million bushels, that we will have 
no real surplus problem. 

In fact, as Senator Johnston already pointed out, we are taking 
out of acreage the wheats that are surplus and converting them to 
durum through this program; we are converting from a surplus type 
of wheat into a nonsurplus type of wheat. 

Senator Humenrey. That is right. 

Senator Jounston. And the amount grown this last year, the in- 
creased production, in what States is that? 

Mr. Anperson. Montana is the one that had the greatest increase. 

I would like to present for the record, too, the durum wheat produc- 
tion from the Department of Agriculture bulletins. 

North Dakota has, as Mr. Young pointed out, dropped way down 
back about 1953 and 1954 and it came back to about 12 million in 1955 
and it was up to about 19 million last year. 

Montana went from nothing, really, to 19 million, approximately 
the same thing, but Montana is going to drop back to nothing or pretty 
close to nothing again unless we have some incentive program. 

Senator Youna. The farmers in North Dakota will continue with 
durum wheat more than any other State because it is traditionally a 
durum wheat producer. 

But right now we have a variety of wheat which is imported from 
Canada called Selkirk, a much surer producer than durum wheat and 
the acreage of durum wheat would be very small in the absence of 
any durum-wheat legislation because of those factors. It is a more 
risky crop to raise and it is more susceptible to rust. 

Senator Humpnrey. We do not produce very much in Minnesota. 

Mr. Anperson. The 1954-55 average I know you have not actually 
increased your production much. You went from an average of 600 
million bushels down to 400 million in 1955 

Senator Humpnrey. Not million, now. 

Mr. Anperson. I am sorry, 400,000 bushels, from about 400,000 
bushels to about 750,000 last year. 

Senator Humrnney. I knew we were a small producer. 

Mr. Anperson. You doubled your production last year over the 
previous year but it is still a very small figure. 
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If I could summarize, it seems to me that we have established that 
the only way we will get produced the amount of durum that the 
Department of Agriculture figures indicate can be consumed in this 
country is through an incentive program. 

I am sure, in “the opinion of the millers who will testify and cer- 
tainly, in my opinion, and in the opinion of the housewives we must 
put 2 the kind of good product that can only be made with durum 
whe: It isa big market and we can only develop it if we assure 
Na ite supplies of durum. 

Senator Jounsron. I notice that in North Dakota at 1 time your 
average was about 90 percent but now it is down to about 50 percent 
this last year. 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Senator Jounsron. There are other places that have increased. 
Why did they go into this! I think we better go into that because 
there is a reason for that. 

Senator Youne. Yes. I think Congressman Anderson gave you 
one reason. 

I understand that in Montana the reason, the big reason is that the 
winter wheat crop was frozen out and much of that acreage was planted 
to durum wheat this spring, a thing that it not apt to occur this vear. 

Mr. Anperson. It will not happen this year. Most of our winter 
wheat is in excellent condition. 

Senator Jounstron. That is what I wanted to bring out, that the 
large production last year was of the nature of an emergency situa- 
tion. 

Senator Younc. Yes, and the 2 for 1. 

Senator Jounsron. That helped you. 

Senator Young. It was a good incentive. One to one Is not as 
much. 

Mr. Anperson. It will not bring in as many acres. And another 
point, those who do come in will have one-third less because before, 
they had 8 acres for each 1 of allotment and now they only have 2, so 
even if this bill is passed, we pares written into the law a reduction 
in the durum acreage next yea 

Senator Youna. Yes. Tt i is a little confusing this 2 or 3 for 1, or 
1 for 1. It is really 1 for 1 this year. The 2 -for-I program was 1 
year—some called it 3 for 1 and call it 2 for 1 this year. There is a con- 
fusion there. 

Senator Humpnrey. For the record, because a lot of folks are going 
to read this who are not as familiar with this program, would you docu- 
ment that a little bit more? We have many people that misunderstood 
our farm programs simply because of the jargon and because the 
language used is something that is not familiar to the lay public. 

Senator Youne. Well, if you had a 100-acre allotment and you 
planted 50 acres of that 100 acres to durum wheat, you would be per- 
mitted to plant an additional 50 acres to durum, and, of course, you 
have the other 50 acres for regular spring wheat and because you 
planted 50 acres of your allotment to the durum wheat you gain 1 addi- 
tional acre over and above that so you would have the 50 acres of regu- 
lar spring wheat and 50 acres of durum in your allotment and 50 
acres outside of your allotment, because you planted 50 acres of your 
regular allotment in durum wheat. 
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I do not know whether I make it plain or not. In other words, you 
wind up with 150 acres in place of 100. 

Last year, in a 100-acre allotment if you planted 50 acres of durum 
you were getting 2 for 1, or 100 acres over and above that. 

Senator Humparey. So you had 200 acres instead of 100% 

Senator Youne. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. And the record ought to be and has been docu- 
mented to point out that the durum wheat | production is susceptible to 
many more natural hazards than the other types of wheat which are 
resistant to rust, resistant to many other types of rusts, varieties that 
have been developed. The whole theory in the wheat area is to try to 
get a wheat that is resistant to the many diseases that are constantly 
plaguing our wheat producers. The durum is a more desirable product 
for our millers, but is also a less desirable product for our producers 
because of the hazards of production and the possibilities of loss, which 
are much greater than in, for oxnaplg well, you mentioned the Sel- 
kirk variety which is a resistant type that is brought in from Canada. 

All I can ever remember, as a boy in South Dakota and later on as a 
young man, and then an older one, is trying to get a wheat that was 
resistant, resistant to rusts in particular. 

Senator Jonnston. All of that, plus the normal hazards of a yield 
that is 10 percent less—naturally the farmer would not be growing 
this type of wheat. 

Mr. Anperson. Unless there is some incentive. 

Senator Youne. We have some very good witnesses today. In fact, 
we have more than we have had in previous years. We have witnesses 
from the grain trade, farm organizations, and so on. 

Mr. Anperson. Could I make one more point ? 

Although I presume one of your grain trade witnesses will bring it 
out, it concerns the way in which the low- -quality, adulterated seinolina 
products cook up, the kind of macaroni that they make, these mixtures 
of other types of wheat. When you do not have enough durum, they 
are an off-color product and they do not have the correct texture and 
generally if they are boiled a little too long, your macaroni, instead 
of being macaroni, is just a mush, a gray mess. 

Senator Humrurey. And I want you to know that we have one of 
the best macaroni producers in the whole country in Minnesota. Mr. 
Ryan is here and he will testify to that. 

Senator Scorr. I wish to remind those present that we will have to 
adjourn at 12 0’clock. I believe that is required. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to come in to in- 
dicate my obvious support of this measure, because I am a cosponsor 
with Senator Young. 

I have to go to another meeting but I want to assure my colleagues 
from North Dakota and Montana and elsewhere that this is needed 
legislation and I am happy to be associated with it. 

Senator Young. Thank you. 

Senator Lancer. And I am going to have to go to the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee. Weare 109 pere ent back of this bill in North Dakota. 

Senator Humpnrey. We are trying to help the Midwest here and 
now we are going to have to go and try to do something for the Middle 
Kast. 


87944—57——3 








14 DURUM WHEAT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS FOR 1957 


Senator Scorr. What I am interested in is, What are you going to do 
for the South ? 


Senator Humpnrey. Off the record. 
(There was discussion off the record. ) 
(The crop report tables referred to by Mr. Anderson are as follows :) 


Durum wheat 

















Acreage harvested Yield per acre Production 
State my] ert. Like) Fit OP toa cer ty i 
Average) 1955 1956 |Average| 1955 1956 | Average 1955 1956 
1945-54 1945-54 1945-54 
Acres | Acres | Acres |Bushels|Bushels| Bushels| Rushels | Bushels | Rushels 
Minnesota... -.--.- 45, 000 26, 000 46, 000 13.8 15. 5} 19. 0 646,000; 403, 000 874, 000 
North Dakota_.___|2, 203, 000} 980, 000|1, 225,000} 12.0 13.0 16. 027, 495, 000/12, 740, 000/19, 600, 000 
South Dakota-.--- 239, 000} 71,000) 130, 000; 11.4 10. 5 8.0} 2, 803,000} 746, 000] 1, 040, 000 
Montana-......-.- 114,000) 271,000} 978,000) 113.5) 21.0) 18. 5) ' 189, 000) 5, 691, 000) 18, 093, 000 








United States....|2, 489, 000}1, 348, 000!2, 379, 000 1.9) 14. 5 16.6 


{30, 983, 000| 19, 580, 000) 39, 607, 000 


11054 only. Included with “other spring’”’ wheat prior to 1954. 
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Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Otto Krueger would 
have liked to appear this morning but he is a member of the House 
Agriculture Committee and they have an important meeting this 
morning so he will not be able to be here. He asked if I could have 
this statement made a part of the record. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection, so ordered. 

(The statement of Congressman Krueger referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILep By Hon. OrtTo KRUEGER, A REPRESENTATIVE AT LARGE IN 
YONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NoRTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
have this statement brought to the attention of the Senate Agriculture Committee 
in support of S. 323. I have introduced a similar measure on the House side 
and I again want to compliment Senator Young for his leadership in this legis- 
lation. 

Now of the many sound reasons favoring passage of this measure, I wish to 
single out 1 point. Unless there is an incentive to durum raisers provided for 
this growing season, I believe instead of a carryover or even an adequate supply, 
there may be a shortage of quality durum wheat. 

Members of this committee are familiar with what 15-B rust has done to the 
durum crop in recent years. It has cleaned out farmers all over the durum area 
in my State. The farmer has a choice now to plant durum or to plant rust- 
resistant varieties of hard spring wheat. Unless there is an incentive of some 
sort to plant durum, hard wheat is going to be his choice. 

The bill now being considered by this committee would provide the needed 
incentive. By providing for a 1-for-1 increase, that is, providing for 1 acre of 
durum in addition to the regular allotment for each acre planted to durum 
within the regular allotment, it will encourage enough farmers to take the risks 
involved in durum planting to help insure an adequate supply of quality durum. 
At the same time, it will reduce the acreage devoted to planting of regular hard 
spring wheat. 

While this committee will hear from many experts, I appreciate being able to 
present my views as a farmer as well as a Representative from the State of 
North Dakota, in support of S. 323. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 


Senator Youna. Mr. Chairman, the next two witnesses, Mr. George 
Mikkelson, president of the North Dakota Farm Bureau and Harold 
Hofstrand of the North Dakota Farm Bureau, are both farmers. 
Mr. Mikkelson, will you go ahead with your statement ? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. MIKKELSON, PRESIDENT, NORTH 
DAKOTA FARM BUREAU, GARSKE, N. DAK. 


Mr. Mixxkerson. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
my name is George Mikkelson of Garske in Ramsey County, N. Dak. 
I am primarily a ‘wheat farmer. Iam president of the North Dakota 
Farm Bureau and I am speaking for that organization. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee as 
regards durum legislation for 1957. 

At Devils Lake, N. Dak., on November 14, 1956, the delegates to the 
14th Annual Farm Bureau Convention approved the following reso- 
lution : 


We recommend reenactment of the 1956 durum law with the following change. 
Growers in those areas that qualified for the 1955 program should be permitted 
to seed 1 acre of durum in addition to their allotment, for each acre they seed 
to durum within their wheat allotment. 


As background to their thinking, I would like to say that North 
Dakota has historically in the past produced about 86 percent of the 
durum raised in the United States. 
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Senator Jonnston. One question. 

Senator Young brought out that if you grow 50 acres of durum 
wheat and 50 acres of other wheat you get another 50 acres, is that 
correct ? 

Senator Youne. That is right. 

Senator Jounston. What if you put it all in durum? 

Mr. MixKerson. The man that had a 100-acre allotment, using that 
for example, and planted that 100 acres in durum could plant 100 
acres outside. 

Senator Jounston. That would be 200 acres ? 

Mr. MrxKerson. That would be 200 acres that could be put in. 

Senator Jounsron. In other words, every acre that he plants in that 
durum, he gets 1 more acre? 

Mr. Mrxxetson. That is correct. 

To repeat: As background to their thinking, I would like to say 
that North Dakota has historically in the past produced about 86 
percent of the durum raised in the United States. 

Senator Jomnsron. I think you should bring out that was just about 
half of the past. 

Mr. Mrxxetson. Just about half, and they do not want to go as 
high as they did in the past, they felt that would be too high. 

North Dakota farmers do not want to spread the durum acres over 
a larger area. However, they realized that they would not, within the 
area, and within present allotments, produce enough durum to meet 
market demands. Their decision was that it would be better to increase 
the production of their durum competitors than to require the pro- 
cessors to use substitutes and put out an inferior product for the con- 
sumers. 

Now, analyzing the 1956 production we find that— 

(1) Of a total 1956 production of 39,607,000 bushels, North 
Dakota produced 19,600,000 bushels; Montana 18,093,000 bushels 
or about 97 percent of the total. This was under a 2-for-1 in- 
centive program. 

(2) The Montana 1956 acreage was 978,000 compared to a long- 
range average of 14,000 acres. Many of these acres became avail- 
able when the winter wheat crop suffered by killing frosts. We 
have been informed that if the present winter whe: at crop comes 
through the Montana durum acreage will be reduced by 50 percent 
or more. Also that the Montana seeded winter wheat has just 
about taken up the allotted acres and there are not many left for 
durum. 

(3) North Dakota seeded 1,225,000 acres in 1956 compared to 
1945-54 average of 2,203,000. 

(4) Both States had a high per-acre yield in 1956. North 
Dakota has a yield of 16 bushels per acre, or 4 bushels above the 
long-range average. Montana had a yield of 18.5—5 bushels 
above their long-range average. 

Had normal yields prevailed, the production of the two States in 
1956 would have been nearer 29 million bushels. 

Senator Tuyr. How does it happen that Montana does not raise 
this type of wheat in the aggregate if its production per bushel is 
bigger than North Dakota? 

Mr. Mrxxerson. Durum is not a safe crop in Montana, and on the 
long-range average, long-range policy, when they have only so many 
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acres to seed, they get higher yields and make more money off of their 
hard red spring than they do off durum. 

Senator Munor. This just happens to be a particularly good yea 
for wheat in Montana? 

Mr. Mrxxetson. Yes, it isas a whole. 

Now, there are areas of the State, I think, though others might 
know the local situation better, I think there are certain areas in 
Montana where they year after year can raise a high quality durum, 
but I have been told that area is limited. 

Growers’ planting intentions for 1957—which are a big factor—will 
be covered by Mr. Harold Hofstrand. They do not indicate that suf- 
ficient acres will be planted to meet market demands if there is not a 
durum program. And, growers have been told by some processors 
that they will not go into a 100 percent semolina product until the 
available supply and outlook is on a firmer footing. 

These were the factors considered by the North Dakota Farm Bu- 
reau delegate body in making a request for a 1-for-1 durum program. 

As stated, their resolution would exclude California. This, how- 
ever, is not their intention and they do not wish to doso. 

We ask that prompt action be taken, so that farmers can plan for 
their farming operations as quickly as possible. 

If you have any questions, I will answer them as best I can. 

I have another statement to present from the American Farm bBur- 
eau Iederation: 

The American Farm Bureau board of directors in its last meeting 
considered the necessity of a special program in 1957 for class 2 durum 
wheat. 

It is in favor of granting producers 1 additional acre for each acre 
of durum planted within the regular allotment. However, the board 
is opposed to any such special allotment program being used to in- 
crease payments under the acreage reserve provisions of the Soil 
Bank Act. 

Accordingly, it is suggested that Senate bill 323 be amended by 
adding at the end thereof the followi ing new language : 

Additional acreage reserve payments under the Soil Bank Act, Public Law 
480, 84th Congress, shall not be made to any producer for any increased allot- 
ment added by this subsection. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I think that would be a reasonable 
amendment, and it was not my intention, as one of the sponsors, to 
increase the soil bank payments, but it can happen under this 1-for-1 
deal. 

Senator Jounsron. Let me ask one question right there. T think 
it is a good amendment, but let me clear this up: Where they have 
been growing this type of wheat over a term of years and they al- 
ready have the acreage allotment, would this affect that? 

Senator Younc. No; it would only affect the increase in acreage 
they would get because of the special legislation. 

Senator Jounston. In the future / 

Senator Youne. No; just for the one year. 

Senator Jonnsron. I think that amendment would be all right: I 
just did not want them to be taking advantage of both the soil bank 
and this durum deal, that they would make a choice. That is the only 
thing. 
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Mr. Mrxxetson. If you have any more questions, I will answer them 
the best I can. 

Senator Jounston. One question. Do you find any opposition to 
this from the farmers of other varieties of wheat ? 

Mr. Mikxerson. No; we have not. However, I will enlarge on 
that this way: If it was confined just to producers that had been 
raising durum before, why, then, I could see that there would be objec- 
tion, but as the law is, they are all eligible if they wish to come in. 

Senator Youna. If the State had a durum history. 

Mr. Mrxxetson. Yes; if the State had a durum history. 

Senator Munpr. Why do you have to have that provision in there? 
Why is it necessary for the proviso that they have a durum history? 
Would the weather and the climate take care of that without having 
to put that in the law ? 

Mr. Mixxetson. I think it would be spread out too much, and it 
would not be of any benefit to those who spread it out where it was 
spread out beyond that area that did not have the history and could 
not, because you cannot produce the quality to meet the market 
demand. 

Senator Jounsron. I can see the necessity for this amendment to 
the man that had 100 acres planted all in durum this year, and he 
would have 200 acres; 1 was just trying to prevent his having 100 
acres planted in other wheats and putting another hundred acres in 
the soil bank. 

Mr. Mikxxketson. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. In one place in your statement I think you said 
that, and it sounded sensible to me, that they were willing to increase 
their production of durum rather than to require the processors to use 
substitutes. I just wondered what the substitutes were. 

Mr. Mrxxetson. The substitutes for semolina is the farina that is 
made form the hard wheats. 

And, as was discussed here previously, you can make macaroni out 
of it, but it is not a quality product, it is not as good as the other, 
and the consumers object to it. 

Senator Jounston. And that will discourage the use of macaroni, 
would it not, if you have an inferior product ? 

Mr. Mrxxexson. That is right. 

Up in our area’ the durum area, a lot of people that ate macaroni 
before had shut down a great deal because hey do not like that 
substituted product, that pasty stuff that they were getting under 
that. 

Senator Youne. Senator Johnston, Mr. Ryan, one of our witnesses, 
who represents the macaroni people, has some good figures on the con- 
sumption of macaroni and cna how that had gone down and 
went up again as soon as we had an ample durum supply. 

Senator Jounston. I just wondered whether you had any samples 
here. 

Senator Younc. Iam sorry, we have not. 

Senator Jounston. I think it would have been well. 

Senator Youne. I have many samples in my office in North Dakota, 
and I wish I had some here. But there is a difference in the color, 
and a difference when you cook it. 

Senator Scorr. Could you arrange to cook a supper here for this 
crowd ? 
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Senator Youna. I would be willing to do that. 

Does that complete your testimony ? 

Mr. Mrexetson. Yes. 

Senator Youne. Our next witness is Mr. Harold Hofstrand, a mem- 
ber of the North Dakota Farm Bureau, and a durum farmer. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD HOFSTRAND, NORTH DAKOTA FARM 
BUREAU, LEEDS, N. DAK. 


Mr. Horsrranv. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Harold Hofstrand, of Leeds, N. Dak. I wish to express my 
gratitude for the opportunity of appearing before you this morning. 

I farm in the center of the durum- producing area of North Dakota 
and consequently am very interested in the legislation being consid- 
ered here today. I am interested primarily in the fact that durum 
producers such as myself could lose their durum markets through an 
inadequate supply of durum this coming year for both economic and 
foreign consumption. 

This statement is based on the study of planting intentions of 
farmers in areas such as the one in which I reside. As of today, the 
durum situation is ideal. United States Department of Agriculture 
figures gave us a total production of almost 40 million bushels last 
year, roughly 25 million bushels for domestic consumption, an esti- 
mate, as of now, of 8 million bushels for export, 314 million for seed, 
and about 314 million for carryover. 

Now, three factors contributed to this very satisfactory 1956 pro- 
duction. First of all, the durum incentive program of last year—— 

Senator Jounson. The carryover of this type of wheat, or the per- 
centage of carryover, is not anything like the carryover of other types 
of wheat? 

Senator Youne. No. We have had a shortage rather than surplus. 

Senator Jounston. I understand that is right, that we had a short- 
age, and that this carryover or surplus now Is necessary. 

Senator Youne. Yes. And I think we should have a larger carry- 
over to assure the manufacturers of macaroni and spaghetti that they 
would have an adequate supply at all times. 

Mr. Horsrranp. And this 314 million does not represent the total 
carryover. It represents the carryover in terms of the estimated dis- 
appearance of the 1956 crop. There was the slight carryover from 
the previous year, and that would add to an overall carryover, but 
this 3,500,000 would apply to the 1956 crop. 

Senator Jonnston. Well, on all of your crops it is necessary to have 
a small carryover always. 

Mr. Horsrranp. I think that you are right, and I am very much 
in sympathy with you there. 

To continue: First of all, the durum-incentive program of last year, 
ideal weather conditions which boosted the 1956 national yield by 
some 35 percent over the previous 10-year period, and lastly, partici- 
pation of outlying areas such as Montana, in durum production. 

However, there is genuine concern all through our area that this 
year we will fall far short of the 40 million bushel mark. A survey 
of farmers in Cavelier County, N. Dak., last November revealed some 
very interesting figures. This particular county is the durum pro- 
ducing center of the United States. 
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This survey revealed that prior to the 15—B rust epidemics of 
1953-54, 80 percent of the crop acreage was in durum wheat. The 
planting intentions for next spring show that only 45 percent of this 
same acreage would be planted to durum. True, this is a slight 
increase of about 5 percent over what was planted last year. However, 
if the Montana crop is to be cut drastically, and all indications are 
that it will be, and if we have only a normal yield this year in North 
Dakota, national production may be in extremely short supply. 

As producers, we are interested in seeing that there is an ample 
supply of durum for our home market so that our American processors 
can return to the 100 percent durum product, rather than the admix- 
ture they have been forced to use in the past. Many processors are 
getting back on a 100 percent durum basis and more will as they be- 
come assured of a prolonged adequate supply. Consumption of some 
semolina products has fallen off because of the inferior product result- 
ing from admixture. 

Ve are also fearful of losing our export market which has been 
substantially built up again after several years of little or no export- 
ing at all. 

No doubt you are wondering why our durum producers are reluctant 
to seed an adequate acreage of this crop this year. 

One reason is the excellent performance this past season of a new 
Canadian spring wheat variety, Selkirk. This whet has a marvelous 
yield potential when conditions are ideal such as they were in our 
area. It is also resistant to 15-B rust. Furthermore, it can be im- 
ported from Canada for seed purposes at a price which makes it more 
attractive than our own seed. 

Another factor is the interest in the acreage reserve portion of the 
soil bank. As of today, most of the wheat in our area will be seeded 
only on summer-fallowed land and whatever is remaining of the farm’s 
wheat goal will go into the acreage reserve. Generally, in our terri- 
tory, durum is seeded on the ground the second year after fallow, 
hard wheat going on the fallowed land. 

Another determining factor is the memory of the almost disastrous 
experience with durum in the 1953 and 1954 “et seasons wherein 
our yield average of durum wheat dropped to less than 3 bushels per 
acre as compared to our longtime average of 12 bushels per acre . 

We have an adequate supply of rust-resistant durums to seed an 
acreage which will give us a national production to meet bushelage 
requirements for all purposes. 

If an incentive program, such as the aforementioned one-for-one 
plan is adopted, I do not think the result would be a topheavy durum 
production. Rather durum would replace some acreage of barley and 
flax which would have been seeded on that same land had there been 
no incentive program and actually these two crops are much more 
apt to be in trouble from a surplus standpoint than durum. 

Thank you very much. If you have any questions I should be 
pleased to try to answer them. 

Senator Tatmapor. I would like to ask a question. 

What is the present price of a bushel of Selkirk wheat ? 

Mr. Horstranp. Selkirk can be purchased on the Canadian side—I 
happen to live 90 miles from the Canadian border—it can be pur- 
chased for seeding purposes, cleaned, treated, and bagged, at $1.90 a 
bushel. 


87944—57——_4 
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Senator Tatmaper. And what does it cost on the American side? 

Mr. Horstrranp. On the American side, our commercial wheat to- 
day is selling for, I think, an average, protein prices, of around $2.17 
on the market. 

Senator Tatmapexr. And how about durum ? 

Mr. Horstranp. Durum in our local elevators today, unless there 
has been a sudden fluctuation in the market in the last 2 or 3 days, is 
from $2.25 to $2.30. 

Senator Tatmaper, Thank you. 

Senator Youna. If there are no questions, thank you, Mr. Hof- 
strand. 

I might say to the committee that Mr. Hofstrand is not only a 
farmer but he is a good one. 

Mr. Horstrranp. Thank you. 

Senator Youne. Our next witness will be Mr. Maurice L. Ryan, who 
represents the macaroni manufacturers. I think it would be appro- 
priate to call him now because he could clear up some of the questions 
asked in the last few minutes. 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE L. RYAN, CHAIRMAN, DURUM GROWERS 
RELATIONS COMMITTEE, NATIONAL MACARONI MANUFACTUR- 
ERS ASSOCIATION, ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Ryan. Thank you. 

Well, one thing that has come up is this matter of substitution. I 
have here, which was received this morning—we are in convention 
now—a telegram from the president of the National Macaroni Manu- 
facturers Association, and I am glad to have this, because I wanted 
this in writing, I did not want to come in and ad lib., and he says: 





In order that you may have the correct information as to the need for durum 
wheat for the manufacture of macaroni products, the National Macaroni Manu- 
facturers Association cites these pertinent reasons: A decline in per capita con- 
sumption of macaroni occurred during the durum shortage. Per capita consump- 
tion increased with the first normal durum crop in 5 years after the 1956 crop 
came in. Best estimates show a 39 million pound gain in macaroni production 
for 1956, the biggest on record since 1948 when there were heavy exports. Maca- 
roni production and durum mill grind would have been immeasurably greater if 
long-term contracts for other wheats had not been on mill books. Pipelines of 
supply have been empty and faced with heavy exports and increasing domestic 
demand the risk of a small or no carryover could be disastrous for the macaroni 
industry, the durum millers and the durum growers. Another situation of en- 
forced substitution of raw material will lose the consumer franchise to all ele- 
ments of the industry and deprive the public of good quality macaroni products. 
We will supply you with testimony from macaroni manufacturers as to the im- 
portance of durum to their business of producing quality macaroni soon. 

LLoyp E. SKINNER, 
President, National Macaroni Manufacturers Association. 


We have been in session for several days and, frankly, gentlemen, 
our big discussion has centered around durum. 

Last June at Portsmouth, N. H., we met and passed a resolution rec- 
ommending that every macaroni manufacturer go back to 100 percent 
durum, and they said, “We cannot, there is not enough durum, we don’t 
dare do it now.” 

So we had to wait until 1956, for the 1956 crop to be harvested and 
shipped to the elevators, and then it came into the Grain Exchange and 
then was ground 
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Senator Jounsron. If I may interrupt you—Go ahead. 

Mr. Ryan. No. Ask your question, Senator. 

Senator Jounston. So if they had not had the other type of wheat 
you might say in the pipeline, and made contracts to buy the a a 
wheat, they would probably have used as much as last year? 

Mr. Ryan. I am positive of that, but in our case we had some other 
type of book, and you cannot cancel the booking unless it is to the 
miller’s advantage, so we had to take it, and I know some large maca- 
roni manufacturers that had some straight farina book, and they did 
not want to use that so they bought 100 percent semolina, that is, durum 
semolina, and blended the 2 together, and they came up with a 50-50 
mixture—but, positively, I don’t care what kind of equipment you 
have, if you use 100 percent durum your end product will be better than 
if you use any other material. 

I am not a technician and I am not a farmer, although for 11 years 
I have gone into North Dakota and visited with individual farmers, 
and I fin: lly found out that I could identify durum wheat, and I even 
got to understand the varieties. 

And I was out there last November and I talked to them collectively 
and privately, and asked them “What are you going to do?” 


And they said, “If we have some sort of an incentive program we 
could.” 


And I said, “What program ? 

They said, “Maybe 1 for 1.” 

I said, “ Do you want 2 2 for 1?” 

“No, we don’ t want 2 for 1; 1 for 1, and we will plant some durum 
but we won’t put all our acreage ca durum.’ 

And I said, “If you don’t have it, what are you going to do?” 

And most of them said that they will not raise any “durum, they 
will use Selkirk because it is absolutely rust resistant and it can yield 
much more under the same conditions, and they can go into it with 
it ' ang, just like that | snapping fingers |. 

I don’t have ver vy much to say, but if anybody wants to ask me about 
macaroni, I think I can answer. 

Senator Scorr. [ have no further questions. 

Senator YounG. Thank vou. 

I would like to have inserted in the record at this time, Mr. Chair- 
man, a poll that was taken at the State durum show at Langdon, 
N. Dak., which is right in the heart of the durum wheat- producing 
area. These farmers are very jealous of this long history of production 
of high-quality wheat, and many of them would rather not see leg- 
islation if there is any other way out of it, but they feel that if we do 
not have an ample supply of durum wheat we will lose the trade and 
lose the market, so they are willing to go along with this legislation, 
and I think this indicates a very large percentage of these farmers 
would plant far less durum wheat this next year in the absence of 
any special durum-wheat legislation. 

I think that is the important part, that although we have right now 
practically a normal production for this year, there is every indica- 


tion and every sign points to a greatly reduced production next year 
if there is no legislation. 


Senator Scorr. Without objection, so ordered. 
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(The poll referred to is as follows :) 


(This questionaire was presented to group at round-table discussion at State 
durum show, Langdon, N. Dak., November 2, 1956; 77 answered questions with a 
summary of results as listed below. ) 


DO WE NEED DURUM WHEAT LEGISLATION IN 1957? 


The production of durum wheat fell to a serious low during the recent rust 
epidemic. Legislation to give durum growers additional wheat acres in 1955 
and 1956 has gotten production back to a near normal figure. 

If these incentives are removed, will the production of this valuable crop 
drop again to shortage levels where substitution by processors will take place? 

This questionnaire is prepared to secure information which will determine the 
advisability of seeking durum legislation for the 1957 growing season. 

1. By tradition, what percentage of your allotted wheat acreage did you sow 
to durum prior to the 15B rust epidemic? Eighty percent average. 

2. To what extent did you take advantage of durum wheat legislation in 
1956? Nearly 100 percent participation. 

3. If there is no durum legislation in 1957, what percentage of your wheat 
allotment would you sow to durum? Forty-five percent average. 

4. In the event that legislation is proposed, which of the following would 
you prefer? 

A. An act similar to last year, which would give the grower additional 
durum acres if he saw fit to reduce his hard wheat acreage. Forty-four of 
the seventy-seven checked this but 17 preferred 1 for 1 acre program 
incident to durum incentive. 

B. A plan which would set durum aside from hard wheat and would 
give a farmer a durum quota in addition to his hard wheat quota. Twenty- 
seven of the seventy-seven checked this one. 

C. No durum program. Six of the seventy-seven checked this one. 


Comments.—Thus it appears from the above that a serious reduction in durum 
acres would occur in 1957 without a durum program. The majority prefer a 1 
for 1 rather than a 2 for 1 such as we had in 1956. In other words a more con- 
servative durum program. (State convention of Farm Bureau also went on 
record favoring a 1-for-1 durum increase program for 1957.) 


R. C. CROCKETT. 
VicTOR STURLAUGSON. 
Senator Youna. I would like also to insert a statement by Con- 
gressman John Taber of New York, who represents an area where 
they have many macaroni manufacturers. He is very much in favor 
of the legislation. 
Senator Scorr. Without objection. 
(The statement of Representative Taber above referred to is as 
follows:) 


STATEMENT FILED BY HON. JOHN TABER, REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE 36TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


I am interested in the passage of S. 323. The objective of the bill is to make 
more acreage available for durum wheat. 

For several years now the macaroni industry, which has a continually ex- 
panding demand for this particular type of wheat, has almost every year been 
up against a shortage of durum wheat to make into flour for marcaroni. It has 
been absolutely necessary for them most of the time to mix other flour with it, 
and that does not produce as good a variety of macaroni as the durum. 

For that reason, I would very much appreciate the bill being reported out 
by the Senate Agriculture Committee, and enacted by the Senate and House 
into law. 


Senator Youne. As my next witness I present to the committee Mr. 
Cook, of the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association. 


\ 
\ 
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STATEMENT OF JESS K. COOK, FARMERS UNION GRAIN TERMINAL 
ASSOCIATION, ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Coox. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Senate, I do not 
have a written brief of my statement for the simple reason that I was 
attending this macaroni convention in Miami, and I got a wire from 
my manager to come and attend this meeting and I got here yesterday, 
and I sat. up practically all night trying to think of some argument, 
and I have put down a few. Many of these statements have already 
been made, but there are some I wish to emphasize. 

Senator Scorr. You go right ahead. 

Mr. Coox. I am manager of the Farmers Union Grain Terminal 
Association at St. Paul. We represent a very large percentage of the 
durum growers in the Northwest, and we handle “about 35 percent of 
the durum that comes into market. We have very large storage facili- 
ties and we also operate a durum mill outside of Minneapolis, so that 
we are very well posted on all conditions prevailing in durum. 

I am here to testify in favor of Senate bill 323, permitting the seed- 
ing of durum wheat above the alloted wheat acreage in the Northwest. 

[ testify in favor of this bill because without some incentive our 
Nation again will have a very acute shortage of durum wheat to fulfill 
our normal requirements. 

Our durum producers require additional acreage to protect their 
new rust-resistant varieties of durum that have been developed at 
great cost not only to the producers but also to the State of North 
Dakota, and without some incentive the seeded durum acreage this 
spring will be very disappointing. This is the opinion of the ‘durum 
handlers and also the durum wheat producers. 

This opinion can be disputed because of the large production of 
last year. The production in 1956 was 39,814,000 bushels harvested 
from 2,500,000 acres, This large acreage last year was the result of 
the 2-for-1 program in the durum bill of last year and because of the 
winter-wheat kill in Montana. 

Now this part is very interesting to you, Mr. Young, and you people 
here, in 1956 North Dakota producers seeded only 425,000 allotted 
acres to durum and because of the 2-for-1 bill they picked up 859,000 
additional acres because of the 2-for-1 bill, and in Montana, Montana 
seeded only 339,000 acres and picked up 678,000 acres from the diverted 
acres, 

Montana had a considerable winter-wheat kill last winter and a 
large percentage of this acreage was seeded to durum wheat on the 
2-for-1 basis. I do not have the absolute figures, but I understand that 
the winter kill in Montana was around 100,000 to 200,000 acres and 
the farmers took thi: at winter-wheat-killed acreage and seeded it to 
wheat and picked up 2 additional acres, so that is L reason w hy we had 
a very large increase in durum ac ven in Montana and if it had not 
been for the 2-for-1 durum bill, we are certain that the 1956 durum 
acreage would have fallen Labo 467,000 acres and a production of 
much less than 12 million or 14 million bushels. 

Our normal requirements average about 30 million bushels of durum 
per year, If these statements are true, and I am sure they are, some 
incentive must be given to the historical durum producers if we are 
to produce suffic ient durum in 1957 to fulfill our requirements. 
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If bill 323 is favorably acted upon and if the durum producers par- 
ticipate as they did in 1956, there still could be a durum shortage in 
1957 and 1958. The aver “age yield is 15 bushels an acre and they w vould 
produce a little over 21 million bushels on the 2-for-1 if the farmers 
participate as they did, so we could have a shortage next year of 
durum if they produce 21 million, where the normal requirements are 
around 30 million. 

Senator Youne. Even with the proposed legislation ? 

Mr. Cook. That is correct, and I am also very certain that many of 
the farmers that participated in the 2-for-1 will not participate in 
the 1-for-1 because if they can get only 1 acre they will continue in 
Montana and North Dakota also to put in their regular spring wheat 
and in the durum triangle they will put in this Selkirk wheat, because 
when you put in durum you don’t know whether you will vet a crop 
or not, you do not know what kind of weather will prev vail, because 
you could have beautiful weather right up until the harvest and a rain 
will come and destroy the quality. 

The durum-wheat producers now have a good stock of rust-resistant 
durum developed and they secured it at great cost to the producers 
and they should be given the privilege of seeding these new varieties. 

The 1-for-1 bill will decrease the bread- wheat acreage, thereby de- 
creasing the production of wheat that is now in surplus -millions of 
bushels of this spring wheat is now going to the CCC under the law, 
that is part of our surplus right today because they have overproduced 
on the spring wheat, on bread wheat, and have not seeded durum 
wheat, so we have got a shortage of durum wheat 

Durum wheat for years has been the best cash crop in certain terri- 
tories of our Northwest and a good market was developed for this cash 
crop. In the past 2 years our durum people have lost the market 
because of short crops caused by rust, and millers and manufacturers 
were compelled to use other wheats. 

As an example, Quaker Oats, when durum wheat is in good supply, 
use it for their puifed wheat, which is a breakfast food, but when 
durum wheat is in short supply, Quaker Oats uses Ramona wheat 
which is a variety from ( California, but now since we have had this 
production of last year, they got back to durum wheat. 

The same thing is true of General Foods and other breakfast food 
manufacturers. And now, because of the good supply of durum wheat, 
Quaker Oats, as I say, is again using durum what. 

This is also true of the durum miller and the manufacturer, they 
are using more durum because of the more available supply. 

Now there are quite a few people who questioned, Why did not the 
manufacturers, the national manufacturers, come in and use a larger 
percentage of our durum, since we have got about 39 million bushels? 
I believe they will use considerable more durum in the future than 
in the past 6 months, at which time they only used about 7 million 
bushels, and that was because the mills had their old contracts on 
their books that were made probably 2 or 3 months prior to our crop 
and these contracts called for a mixture of 2 5 percent durum and 75 
percent hard wheat, and on some it called for 50 percent durum and 
50 percent winter wheat. 

Well, those contracts were on the books, so they had to grind those 


contracts which were ground in the first 6 months, from July 1 to 
December 1 
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Now a lot of the contracts presently being written are for 100 
percent durum and we know this to be very true because we operate 
this mill in northern Minnesota and our flour today is 95 percent or 
100 percent durum wheat flour. 

If this bill is not passed, we will probably have an acute shortage 
of durum. If it is passed, with the probable production plus the 
carryover, we will probably have sufficient durum to fulfill all of our 
requirements. But what I am getting at here is that through the years 
there has been a very good market developed for our durum pro- 
ducers, and in the past few years we have lost a part of that market 
and we are now trying to get a part of it back with this 1956 production 
and if we get this 1-for-1 bill, I think that we can get some more of that 
market back. 

Why should not the durum producers get that market back, because 
that is their best cash crop? Your durum producers in the durum 
triangle for years raised durum for only one reason, because it showed 
more dollars yield per acre than other wheat, barley, and other grains. 

Now I have heard a lot of adverse comments, that the Government 
had to subsidize and export to get rid of our surplus. Well, I do not 
believe that any surplus will be developed under the 1-for-1 acreage, 
but if there are a few million bushels raised above our normal supply, 
is that not a good stock to have on hand? We may have a nation, a 
friendly nation, overseas that needs a little durum and we should have 
that durum, if they request it, 

Well, gentlemen, that just about cleans up what I have to say here. 
I think we should try to keep this durum market for our durum pro- 
ducers and we can only keep that market by growing durum and, if 
we don’t permit them to grow sufficient durum, we are going to lose 
our market that we have ‘acquired during the past 25 or 30 years. 

Senator Scorr. Any questions? 

Senator TatmapGr. No questions. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, since Mr. Cook mentioned General Mills, I would 
like to place in the record a telegram from Don A. Stevens, vice presi- 
dent of General Mills, supporting this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., Jan. 18, 1957. 
Hon. Mrvton R. Youne, 


United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Regret unable to be in Washington January 25 as had hoped to testify on 
behalf of durum wheat millers recommending passage of S. 323. Careful in- 
vestig zations by durum millers convince us that without the incentive provided 
by S. 323 our national acreage of durum wheat will fall below that required to 
safely provide national food requirements of that wheat. Recent years ex- 
periences of wheat producers in durum area incline them to bread wheat rather 
than durum. We believe that with incentive as in S. 323 durum acreage will be 
maintained for 1957 crop and that with the new rust-resistant seed now avail- 
able future yield comparisons with other wheats will return ample acreage to 
durum production but that until then the provisions of S. 323 are necessary and 
wise. The provisions of S. 323 will not increase the overall production of grain 
in the areas to which it applies since the extra acres going to durum would 
otherwise be seeded to oats or barley with greater yields. It is my hope that 
this statement may be entered in the record in lieu of oral testimony. 

In behalf of durum wheat milling industry. 


Don A. STEVENS, 
Vice President, General Mills, Ine. 
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Senator Youne. Our next witness is Mr. McCabe, president of the 
McCabe Co., of Minneapolis, Minn. 


STATEMENT OF BEN C. McCABE, PRESIDENT, McCABE CO., 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Mr. McCane. I would like to say first, gentlemen, that | come down 
here once in a while to appear before a congressional committee such 
as this and I am always impressed with the tremendous load you 
Senators and Congressmen are carrying and I have to take my hat off 
to you. I would not want the job, myself. I know that every one 
of us will join with me in expressing our appreciation for the fine 
public service that you do. 

Senator Scorr. You might spread that word as far as you can. 

Mr. McCapr. ‘specially, just after an election—the beatings you 
guys take, I wouldn’t want it. 

I understand the date of this hearing was changed and that there 
was a hurry-up call, and I did not know yesterday morning, when I 
made my plans for coming here, that Mr. Cook was going to be here. 
I thought perhaps I would be the lone representative from Min- 
neapolis, so in my statement I may have covered a little too much 
ground. 

I am Ben C. McCabe, of Minneapolis, Minn., president of the Me- 
Cabe Co., operators of country elevators and feed mills in the four 
Northwestern States. However, in my testimony before this com- 
mittee, I represent not only the views of myself and our company, but 
ilso those of the majority of other country elevator operators in the 
area—both privately owned and cooperative—and the semolina mill- 
ers of our area. 

We feel that after 3 or 4 subnormal durum crops in our area, con- 
tnued favoritism will have to be shown to the durum acreage if pro- 
duction is going to be definitely reestablished suflicient to mae our 
domestic needs plus a small coverage for protection in case of a short 
crop which in the meantime would go for export. 

It is our definite belief that the above goal can be better reached 
through acreage favoritism rather than a higher support price. 

With our farmers drastically limited by the acreage allotments on 
wheat, the additional acres og! were allowed to seed to durum last 
year made quite a hit—in fact, I don’t believe we would have had an 
increased durum acreage in North Dakota and Montana if it had not 
been for the 2-for-1 1 deal on acr sage going into durum. 

I wish to point out particularly that race 15-B of rust attacked all 
existing varieties of durum in a catastrophic way, virtually destroy- 
ing the c rop for several years. During those years an intensified effort 
was put down to develop and propagate varieties of durum that were 
resistant to 15—-B. Our agonomists were successful and due to highly 
cooperative efforts on the part of everyone interested, the supply of 
these resistant varieties was increased with extreme rapidity by plant- 
ing crops during the wintertime down in Mexico and doubling up on 
production. 

The spring of 1957 will be the first year that thesce resistant varie- 
ties are available to farmers generally. I think it would be tragic 
if a real et is not made by Congress and the Department of Agri- 
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culture to see that these resistant durums are well established—par- 
ticularly in what we have called the durum triangle. Durum will 
have to be favored if it is going to be reestablished in this area. 

We are particularly fortunate with bread wheats that Canada had 
developed Selkirk wheat at just about the time race 15-B hit us. 
Large importations of Selkirk seed were made from Canada and it 
gave a very good account of itself last year in the eastern areas and 
especially in the whole durum triangle in 1956. 

In 1956 the average yields of bread wheats in North Dakota were 
17.5 bushels per acre. The average yield on durum was 16 bushels 
per acre and rust was not much of a factor last year. 

Now it was rather an unusual year when bread wheats outyielded 
durum in the durum area, but with the showing that Selkirk wheat 
made last year, the farmers in that area will not be weaned from it 
without some coaxing. So for this reason, particularly, we plead that 
durum be given at least 1 more year of acreage favoritism so as to 
have a chance to become reestablished in its own area. 

We can understand that the Department of Agriculture and this 
committee are disappointed with the probable disappearance of durum 
in this crop year. However, we would like to point out the following 
mitigating circumstances. 

Manufacturers of macaroni and spaghetti products made rather 
large forward bookings of semolina last summer before the durum 
crop was assured and, generally, these bookings were on the basis of 
a blend of 50 percent durum semolina and 50 percent breat wheat 
semolina. So that during most of the first quarter, and even part of 
the second quarter, of this crop year, it was these blends that went 
into consumption. 

It is our understanding that as of the present, virtually all semolina 
processors are switching to a 100 percent durum product; but because 
of the blends used in the early part of the crop-year, it is probable 
that only about 18 million bushels of durum will be used. Next year 
we should be able to look forward to a use of around 24 or 25 million 
bushels when the processors will be using a full 100 percent durum 
gemolina for the full 12 months. 

Now, we will undoubtedly have a carryover of several million bush- 
els of durum this year, but bear in mind that the per bushel yield on 
durum this year was several bushels over normal, especially out in 
Montana. We cannot expect that to repeat itself year after year. If 
we had had average durum yields in 1956, we would have produced 29 
million bushels of durum—not 39 million bushels which was produced. 
In making their decision, the Department of Agriculture and this com- 
mittee will have to have this point definitely in mind. 

The big increase in durum acreage in 1956 was out in Montana. 
The fall of 1955 was very dry, winter wheat got off to an extremely 
poor start and much of it winterkilled or never did come up. How- 
ever, Spring rains came along soon enough so that farmers were en- 
couraged to put in a crop and with the advantage given to durum, 
there was a very heavy shift to the planting of this crop and it turned 
out very, very well. 

This State seeded 978,000 acres and harvested a crop of over 18 
million bushels. The farmers out there are well pleased with the re- 
turn they are getting on durum from this crop and you might expect 
that they will continue to grow durum next year with no special acre- 
age inducement. However, that is not true. 
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While in North Dakota spring wheat yielded more than durum 
wheat, the Montana farmer compares the durum yield not with spring 
wheat but with winter wheat, and winter wheat under the same con- 
ditions will outyield durum by 5 to 20 bushels per seeded acre. 

I just brought along the figures on that. 

In Montana in 1955 the average winter wheat yield was 27 bushels 
per seeded acre while the yield on durum in Montana was 21 bushels 
per seeded acre. 

However, that was also a good year. The average yield in Montana 
on winter wheat is 20 bushels per seeded acre and on durum 13.5. 

Senator Youna. That is quite a contrast. 

Mr. McCase. Yes; so you can see for yourself that with that differ- 
ence in yields, it is going to take something more than just a little 
difference in support prices to maintain the acreage. 

Montana was fortunate last fall. There was enough moisture to 
get the new winter wheat crop off to a good start and our last reports 
are that the crop is still in very good condition. As a consequence, 
we will not have the abandoned winter wheat acreage to go into durum 
this year. 

I can point specifically to one of our fine farmer customers at Rose- 
bud, Mont., Mr. Clifford Wright, who ordinarily crops a thousand 
acres per year. His entire winter wheat crop last winter was de- 
stroyed. He reseeded to durum wheat. He had a poor crop—about 
10 bushels per acre, but nevertheless, he did harvest 10,000 bushels of 
durum wheat and he was satisfied under the circumstances. 

However, this fall he planted his thousand acres into winter wheat. 
It came up to a fine stand, stooled well and at this time, Mr. Wright 
states his crop is 100 percent. He will not be seeding any durum this 
spring. The same story can be repeated time after time over the 
Montana area. 

As a consequence, if we are going to avoid a sharp decrease in the 
durum acreage in Montana, the acreage will have to be taken out of 
barley and spring wheat to a greater extent than what it was last year. 
Last year the farmer was allowed to seed 3 acres of durum for every 
acre of bread wheat which he took out of his allotment. Now the 
proposal is to cut the durum acres down to two for every bread wheat 
acre that is taken out of the farmer’s allotment. 

It is doubtful that the farmers, who didn’t go in any heavier than 
they did last year on the higher acreage, will go in as well this year 
on the proposed lower basis. 

Without a very considerable incentive, we feel sure there will be a 
very drastic reduction in the durum acreage in Montana and if they 
get back to normal yields, the crop could amount to only about a third 
of last year’s crop. In that case the country would be faced again 
with a durum shortage. I don’t think this committee or the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture wants to take the risk on that. 

I wish to point out also that we will have some compliance with 
the soil bank in the durum area. Just how severe the acreage cutback 
will be on durum from the soil-bank plan, I cannot say. However, 
there is no doubt but what the soil bank will cause some reduction in 
the durum acreage. 

So, for the above reasons, I strongly recommend that Senator 
Young’s bill be endorsed by this committee and passed by this Con- 
gress. 
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Senator Scorr. Any questions? 

Senator Tarmapce. No questions. 

Senator Young. Thank you. 

May I now make some insertions, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Scorr. Yes. 

Senator Younc. I would like to insert in the record a telegram 
from F. Peavey Heffelfinger, president of the F. H. Peavey & Co. 
of Minneapolis, Minn. 


They also operate a string of grain elevators and other facilities. 
Senator Scorr. Without objection. 
(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 23, 1957. 
Senator Miiron YOUNG, 
United States Senate: 

Following wire sent to Marvin McLain, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington: “Strongly urge Department support of S. 323 which I under- 
stand provides acreage incentive for durum growers. All information we can 
get convinces as such legislation is necessary to provide sufficient durum pro- 
duction to satisfy domestic consumption this year. Last year’s larger produc- 
tion resulted from very unusual circumstances plus much stronger incentives 
than this bill provides. Seriously question response of North Dakota and Mon- 
tana growers unless this legislation is provided as an absolute minimum.” 

F’. PEAVEY HEFFELFINGER, 
President, F. H. Peavey & Co. 

Senator Younc. I would like to insert in the record a letter from 
Weston B. Grimes for Cargill, Inc., in support of the legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


WASHINGTON, D. C., January 24, 1957. 
Hon. Mritron R. Younes, 


Senate Office Building, 
Wasihinglon, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR YOUNG: This letter is presented on behalf of my client, 
Cargill, Inec., in support of S. 325. An extra copy is attached with the thought 
that you may see fit to have the original incorporated into the record of the 
hearing on this bill scheduled to take place 25 January. 

Cargill, Inc., as you know, has its executive offices in Minneapolis and has 
been engaged in the business of handling grain, including durum wheat, of the 
producers of the Northwest for almost a century. The Cargill management firmly 
believes that an incentive, such as is provided in S. 323, is necessary to insure 
production of minimum domestic and export requirements for durum wheat. 

The black-rust epidemic of about 5 years ago virtually extinguished the high 
quality durum varieties grown in North Dakota and adjoining States. A sub- 
stantial amount of time, effort, and technical skill has been expended toward 
reestablishing quality strains of this important crop. This restoration program 
was coupled in 1956 with certain incentives to producers, which are no longer 
being made available by the Department of Agriculture. The purpose of 8S. 32: 
is to continue some of these incentives. 

In 1955 the durum States, which for statistical purposes are North Dakota, 
Montana, South Dakota, and Minnesota, produced 19,580,000 bushels, which pro- 
duction was substantially below demand requirements. In order to bring pro- 
duction in line with demand the Department of Agriculture, as aforesaid, made 
provision for certain incentives, including higher loan rates and exemptions from 
acreage controls, with the result that in 1956 the production in the durum States 
rose to 39,607,000 bushels, which quantity was sufficient to meet domestic and 
export demand requirements, and in addition, will result in a carryover of ap- 
proximately 8 inillion bushels. The Department of Agriculture apparently feels 
that continuation of any incentives may result in substantial durum surpluses 
and is, therefore, not inclined to provide incentives in the absence of statutory 
direction to do so. 
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My people feel that the prospective carryover from durum production in 1956 
is the result of an unusually high and nonrecurring production pattern in the 
State of Montana, brought about by extreme damage to the winer wheat crop 
and the reseeding of winter wheat acreage to durum in the spring of 1956. In 
support of this view, I should point out that in 1955, 271,000 acres were planted 
to durum in Montana, resulting in a production of 5,691,000 bushels, whereas in 
1956 978,000 acres were planted to durum in Montana, resulting in a production 
of 18,093,000 bushels. Had it not been for this substantial increase in Montana 
production, caused by nonrecurring conditions, the total production for 1956 
would have been considerably less than the total demand, and there would have 
been no prospect of any carryover whatsoever. 

We realize that during the years following the virtual extinction of high qual- 
ity durum varieties, many of the users of this type of wheat turned to substi- 
tutes and in some instances there has been an inclination to continue with sub- 
stitutes rather than to return to the use of durum. However, it seems very 
clear that there is a domestic and export market for at least 35 to 40 million 
bushels of quality durum wheat per year, and production incentives must be pro- 
vided to insure this minimum necessary supply requirement. 

If there is any further information or support I can furnish to you with respect 
to this matter, please call me. 

Yours very truly, 
Weston B. GRIMES. 

Senator Younc. I would like to insert in the record a telegram 
signed by a group of farmers in North Dakota, supporting this legis- 
lation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 
STARKWEATHER, N. DAK., January 24, 1957. 
Hon. MILton R. Young, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 
Encourage you to use your influence in the passage of a durum acreage and price 
incentive program for 1957. Without it we will not get adequate acreage 1957. 
Walter Hansen, Rudy Wilhelmi, Bernard Deboer, Art Myklebust, 
Warren Sage, Arthur Erickstad, Fred Overbo, Harold Berg, Har- 
old Hanson, Arnie Braathen, Robert G. Henschel, Chester L. 
Swartz, Alexafer Anderson, Lester Schraeder, Ole S. Erickstad, 
Glenn Nygaard, Mrs. M. W. Revis, Anton J. Votendahl, Mervin 
D. Olson, Gorden Braathen, Adele C, Resler, Mrs. W. A. Donahue, 
D. W. Besse, Alfred Besse, Carl M. Olesen. 

Senator Younc. And I would like now to have inserted in the record 
a telegram from the Chamber of Commerce, Devils Lake, N. Dak., 
supporting this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 
Devits LAKE, N. DAK., January 24, 1957. 
Senator Mirron Youne, 
United States Senate Office, Washington, D. C.: 


We urge the passage of the durum program providing for both acreage and 
price incentives. This is a necessity to obtain adequate 1957 durum wheat pro- 
duction on our total minimum wheat acreage for North Dakota. Prompt pass- 
ing will mean better soil bank participation. 


AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE, DEVILS LAKE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Donap A. Hess, Manager. 

Senator Youn«c. I would like to have inserted in the record a tele- 
gram from Frank Peck and Walter Magold, of Inverness, Mont., sup- 
porting this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


7 cc 
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INVERNESS, MONT., January 24, 1957. 
Senator MILTON YOUNG, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 
I am in favor of your support of the 2-1 durum bill. 
FRANK PECK AND WALTER MAGOLD. 


Senator Youne. I would like to have inserted in the record a state- 
ment of EK. N. Duncan, director, industrial and agricultural develop- 
ment department, Great Northern Railway Co., St. P aul, Minn., sup- 
porting this legislation. 


Senator Scorr. Without objection. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED By E. N. DUNCAN, DIRECTOR, INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY Co., St. PAUL, MINN, 


My name is E. N. Duncan. I am director of the industrial and agricultural 
development Shire’ nt, Great Northern Railway, St. Paul, Minn. 

We are vitally interested in the production of durum wheat in the territory 
we serve and favor legislation that will encourage adequate durum production 
to meet domestic consumption of semolina flour. 

In 1956 North Dakota harvested 1,225,000 acres of durum as compared to the 
1945-54 average of 2,203,000 acres. It should be noted that this is only about 
58 percent of the average durum acreage. 

In 1956 in Montana the harvested acreage was 976,000 acres as compared to 
the 1945-54 average of 14,000 acres. Even with this increased acreage in Mon- 
tana, it should be indicated that the 1956 acreage was inadequate in re-establish- 
ing a secure acreage base for durum wheat. 

Even in 1957 with the further encouragement of the 2-for-1 formula, North 
Dakota planted only a little over one-half as much as considered normal for the 
1945-54 period. 

Our contacts in Montana indicate that, even though the same legislation was 
passed for 1957, production for that State would shrink as much as 50 percent; 
also if the same legislation were in effect North Dakota growers would probably 
reduce their acreage to the same extent for the 1957 season. 

Durum wheat normally yields about 14% bushels less per acre than Selkirk 
or other spring-wheat varieties in North Dakota and there seems to be some 
apprehension in North Dakota that rust-resistant durum varieties are not proven, 
while rust-resistant varieties of hard spring wheat are relatively well established. 

Yields of durum in North Dakota were approximately 4 bushels more last year 
than conisdered normal for the 1945-54 period. In Montana, the yield was ap- 
proximately 5 bushels per acre more than the 1945-54 period. Had these average 
figures prevailed, we would have been 10 million bushels under our 1956 pro- 
duction which was 39 million bushels. 

Moisture conditions generally in North Dakota and Montana are not satis- 
factory at this time. This lends further credence to the fact that farmers will 
probably tend to switch away from durum wheat if moisture conditions do not 
improve and dry weather prevails as the planting season is approached. The 
fall drought in 1956 with poor snow cover across the northern part of the United 
States points toward a moisture deficiency in the States joining the Canadian 
line. 

Adequate durum-wheat production lends itself to a balanced farm economy in 
both North Dakota and Montana. While most cereal grains are in overproduc- 
tion, the estimate for durum with an average yield in these States would indicate 
production definitely under consumption on a national basis. It seems that we 
would be missing an opportunity if we did not provide an incentive to insure 
production of durum to supply semolina flour for at least our national 
consumption. 

If. we take the durum disappearance figure of approximately 36 million bushels 
yearly—out of this 241% million bushels are consumed for food, 8 million bushels 
for export, and 3% million bushels for seed—we should be gearing our program of 
production to at least meet this figure. 

As an agriculturist working for a transcontinental railroad, I feel that every 
consideration should be given to the support of crops that can be utilized and 
which do not compete with other production, and at the same time contribute 
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to the economy of a State where choice of crops is limited by the established 
growing season. 

It would be our earnest recommendation that the language in Senate bill 323 
be enacted into public law. 


Senator Youne. May I have inserted in the record a resolution by 
the Barnes County Farmers Union of North Dakota, supporting 
this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The resolution of Barnes County Farmers Union referred to is as 


follows:) 


RESOLUTION No. 3 


Be it resolved, That we realize that sufficient durum for the needs of our Na- 
tion will not be produced if farmers are forced to include their durum plantings 
in their other wheat allotinents. We hereby respectfully request our legislators 
in Washington to introduce legislation for a durum program for 1957. 

We request that copies of this resolution be sent to our legislators in Wash- 
ington. 

BaRNES COUNTY FARMERS UNION. 


Senator Younc. And may I insert in the record a letter from the 
Ward County Crop Improvement Association, of Minot, N. Dak., sup- 
porting this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


Warp County Crop IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, 
Minot, N. Dak., January 7, 1957. 
Hon. MitTron R. Youne, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Youne: A poll of the directors of the Ward County Crop Improve- 
ment Association gave unanimous approval for Federal legislation that would 
provide some additional incentive to seed amber durum wheat. It is the opin- 
ion of this group that if no incentives are provided, the acreage seeded to 
durum will be very materially reduced in 1957. Therefore, to insure that an 
adequate supply of amber durum be raised for the American market, the po- 
tential growers of this wheat require some form of legislation that will en- 
courage them to seed durum in place of hard wheat. Therefore, this group 
approves the so-called 1-for-1 plan. That is, 1 additional acre of durum can be 
seeded for each acre of hard wheat that is removed from production. 

Very truly yours, 
JOE PaRIzEK, President. 


Senator Youne. All of these communications are in support of the 
legislation. 

I would like to have inserted in the record a telegram from the 
Farmers Mill & Elevator Association of Devils Lake, N. Dak., sup- 
porting the legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The telegram from the Farmers Mill & Elevator Association re- 
ferred to is as follows:) 


Devits LAKE, N. DAK., January 23, 1957. 
Senator Mivron R. Youna, 


Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We approve heartily the passage of a durum-wheat program for 1957. Without 
an acreage and price incentive, in spite of present rush-resistance durum varieties, 
our farmers will not plant durum in preference to Selkirk hard spring wheat 
on their minimum wheat acres. We urge the passage of your cosponsored durum 
program bill. 


FarMerS Miri & ELEVATOR ASSOCIATION. 
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Senator Youne. And a telegram from the Lakota (N. Dak.) Com- 
mercial Club supporting the legislation. 
(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 
Lakota, N. DAK., January 22, 1957. 
Senator Younes, 
Washington, D. C.: 


The Lakota Commercial Club unanimously approved the proposed durum 
program, and urges you to seek its adoption. 


LAKOTA COMMERCIAL CLUB. 


Senator Youna. A letter from the Benson County Extension Com- 
mittee supporting this legislation. 

Senator Scorr. Without objection. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


LereEps, N. DAaKk., Nowember 27, 1956. 
Senator Mitton R. Youne, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DrEAR SENATOR YOUNG: The Benson County Extension Committee on Progres- 
sive Planning in Crops and Soils, in session this 27th day of November 1956. 
unanimously passed a resolution requesting you to support a durum bill for 1957 
that will benefit the quality durum producers, 

Very truly yours, 
GeorGE I. Leg, Secretary. 

Senator Young. And I would like to have inserted in the record a 
letter from the North Dakota Mill & Elevator Co., of North Dakota, 
supporting this legislation. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


NortH DAKkora Mitt & ELEVATOR, 


Grand Forks, N. Dak., December 6, 1956. 
Hon. Mrton R. Youne, 


Senator from North Dakota, 
LaMoure, N. Dak. 


DEAR SENATOR YOUNG: Last night the Grand Forks Herald carried a news item 
covering the legislation which you propose on durum when Congress convenes in 
January. 

I merely want to confirm our thinking and observations relative to the durum 
picture. I believe that you are definitely correct in your position, and we know 
in talking to the many macaroni companies that unless this durum is kept on a 
comparable price basis with that of spring or other wheats, durum wheat will 
not be used. They found out in the past few years when we had such a shortage, 
the public accepted the various blends and while it does not make as good a 
product it was a greater profit to the macaroni industry. 

The plan which you suggest of 1-for-1 basis rather than the 2-for-1 basis in 
1956 is, in my opinion, good as it will channel more of the durum production for 
our State. This, of course, we are most interested in and would like to see that 
North Dakota grows the durum wheat and that it will not be extended to other 
areas. We believe that you have this picture very clear, Senator, and unless 
something unforeseen comes up, I think the legislation should be right along the 
line you advocated or stated in the paper. 

If you should be in Grand Forks before you go back to Washington, we would 
be most happy to have you call on us. 

Kindest regards. 

Very truly yours, 


P. R. FossEn, General Manager. 
Senator Younc. And a letter from the Manvel Farmers Union Ele- 
vator Co., supporting this legislation 
Senator Scorr. Without objection. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


MANVEL, N. Daxk., December 6, 1956. 
Hon. United States Senator Miuron Young, 
Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR: In our area as well as in the durum area, we appreciate your 


stand relative to the 2-for-1 durum acreage for the coming year 1957 and do 
appreciate all you are doing for this. 


On behalf of our 545 stockholders, we back you 100 percent. 
Yours very truly, 
Rosert A. BuscH, 
Manager, Manvel Farmers Union Elevator Co. 
Senator Youne. And a letter from the Benson County Crops & 
Livestock Improvement Association, supporting this legislation. 
Senator Scorr. Without objection. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
MINNEWAUKAN, N, Dak., December 6, 1956. 
Hon. Mitton R. Youne, 
United States Senate Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Youne: At the annual meeting of the Benson County Crops & Live- 
stock Improvement Association held Monday, December 3 in Oberon, a resolution 
was passed favoring support of a durum-incentive program for 1957. 

I was instructed to ask your support of this program in behalf of the member- 
ship of this association. Their first choice was the so-called 1-for-1 durum pro- 
posal, whereby the farmer would be allowed to seed 1 acre of durum outside his 
allotment for each acre of durum seeded within the allotment. 

We would appreciate your support of this type of program or other legislation 
that would offer some incentive to the durum farmer during the coming year. 

Sincerely, 


VERNON A. STURLAUGSON, 
Secretary, Benson County Crops and Livestock Improvement Association. 
P. S.—I noticed in a news release since this meeting that you will definitely 
sponsor such legislation. Thought I should send this anyway to show support 
from this area. These were also sent to Mr. Langer, Burdick and Kruger. 
V.A.S. 
Senator Youne. I believe these are all the communications that I 
have at hand. I will call next, Mr. Hendrickson, executive secretary, 
National Federation of Grain Cooperatives. 


STATEMENT OF ROY F. HENDRICKSON, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF GRAIN COOPERATIVES 


Mr. Henpricxson. Mr. Chairman, I will try to be brief. 

My name is Roy F. Hendrickson and I am the executive secretary of 
our National Federation of Grain Cooperatives here in Washington. 

Among our members is the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa- 
tion in St. Paul with which Mr. Cook is associated. 

I have about 2 or 5 points to make and I will try to make no duplica- 
tion of what has been said. 

In the first place, with the 2-for-1 relationship that you had last 
year, we still did not get any tremendous acreage expansion. For 
instance, the national acreage harvested was 2,379,000 and that is 
compared with 2,489,000 which was the average acreage for the period 
1945 to 1954, so there was still great reluctance to expand this crop. 

In analyzing your bill, Senator Young, I sometimes felt perhaps 
you were going a little bit too fast in going over to the 1-for-1 relation- 
ship. Perhaps it should not be 2-for-1, but perhaps 114-to-1 or some- 
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thing of that sort would be appropriate. I will tell you why, and I do 
not think this has been touched upon here today. 

I tried to learn something about the nature of 15-B rust. It was 
isolated not many years ago and it has as an alternate host barberry 
bushes and even grasses. The nature of these rusts is that they are 
able to hybridize and even the rust-resistant varities that have been 
developed by tremendous effort in recent years are by no means per- 
fect against a new hybrid rust that can come any time. 

The reason for the good crop is that we had a good growing year. 
More especially, there did not dev elop the high pressure area in Mexico 
and Texas which pushes north masses of warm humid air which carries 
the rust spores which, if they come in time, devastate the crop very 
quickly. 

And I know, and I have been at Beltsville and I have gone to some 
other Department of Agriculture installations and, while they have 
developed some of these new varieties that are resistant to 15—B rust 
at the moment, still they are on the alert, expecting new hybrids. 

We have had rust-resistant varieties before, which have failed be- 
cause of hybridization changes. You have the probability that next 
vear you may have the condition where you might have this moist 
air coming from the alternate host in Texas or Mexico, carrying these 
spores north on high winds and they can change the situation very, 
very fast. 

Therefore, | would not view the prospect of adequate acreage with 
any confidence. I would not even want to say, “We will only need this 
extra acreage 1 year.” We will have to look at the situation again in 
wnother year. 

One more point I would like to develop. 

Our people in the marketing cooperatives have wheat growers in 
practically all of the areas. 

Senator Talmadge, we even have a member in your area. The 
Cotton Producers Cooperative in Atlanta has had to develop a grain 
marketing division because of the changes there. I would say that the 
producers who are members of these cooperatives, and I found this 
expression repeatedly, look with a sense of fairness to the natural 
durum-producing areas and are willing to go along with this type 
of legislation and they are not going to be j alous or withhold support 
at all. 

I think that is important because there are some people who believe 
that it is unimportant to maintain large production of durum because 
other wheats can come in and find an outlet as a substitute. 

Well, we know in the long run that is not good for the durum pro- 
ducers, first; and, secondly, it is not good for the industry, which 
does better and has a more rapid rate of consumption increase in 
relation to popul: ation increases if they can give the people the very 
best products. ‘They do not get the very best and most desirable prod- 
ucts where they have to blend in a lot of other wheats. 

There are a lot of technical reasons, the simplest one being this: 
that the estan of spaghetti and macaroni, and I think Mr. Ryan 
referred to this, is that you can make it out of some of these other 
wheats, to be sure, but you have this rapid breakdown in the cook- 
ing processes and it becomes mushy and it takes good durum, the 
best quality durum, to meet that as one of the standards that the users 
take into account. 
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I believe that is all I have to say, and I thank you very much for 
this opportunity. If there are any questions, I would be glad to 
answer them. 

Senator Scorr. Any questions? 

Senator Tarmapcr. No questions. 

Senator Youne. Thank you. 

I think you are right; even with this legislation I do not believe 
we are going to get up to our normal requirements. 

Mr. Henprickson. I am sure of it. 

Senator Younc. Production is going to be down considerably. The 
reasons we took this 1-for-1 plan, instead of 2-for-1, is that in the 
durum wheat area we have hopes that we will not need this legislation 
very long. We would rather be the principal durum wheat producers 
in the future as we have been in the past. We do not want to encour- 
age this production more than is necessary to meet market needs. 

Senator Scorr. Is there any other evidence? 

Senator Younes. I think that the National Farmers Union organiza- 
tion has a witness. The general farm organizations were invited to 
appear. We have Mr. Baker, of the National Farmers Union. 


STATEMENT OF J. A. BAKER, COORDINATOR OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Baxer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for the 
record, Iam J. A. Baker, coordinator of legislative services, National 
Farmers Union. 

In response to his previous inquiry, President James G. Patton, of 
National Farmers Union, received on last Monday the following tele- 
gram from President Leonard Kenfield of the Montana Farmers 
Union: 

Urge strong support Young, Murray, Langer, and Mansfield bill allowing pro- 
ducers to plant 1 acre of durum outside wheat allotment for each acre planted 
within allotment. 

The board of governors of the North Dakota Farmers Union in 
formal meeting considered the provisions of the pending durum bill 
and voted to ask that a representative appear before your committee 
on their behalf in support of the bill. 

A very large part of the total durum wheat production of the Nation 
is raised by Farmers Union members in these two States. These pro- 
ducers and their elected officials have given careful study to the pro- 
posed 1957 program as provided in the bill before your commhittee. 
It is their considered opinion that the bill should pass and become law. 

For that reason, although National Farmers Union has not had 
opportunity to develop a position on this specific proposal, I urge 
that you give these recommendations your sympathetic consideration 
and report out the bill favorably. 

As members of the committee know, Farmers Union continues to 
support its longtime position favoring the establishment of a com- 
prehensive food and fiber national policy of managed realistic abun- 
dance with workable means extended for farmers’ use after the refer- 
endums provided to keep market supplies of farm commodities in 
reasonable balance with market demand, adequately augmented by 


action programs designed to expand domestic and foreign consump- 
tion. 
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Without taking more of the committee’s time, I request that our 
| legislative analysis memorandum briefly outlining our position on this 
important aspect of the farm income improvement program be in- 
serted in your record at this point in my statement. 
Senator Scorr. Without Sbiectien, so ordered. 
(The memorandum rudeited to is as follows :) 


LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS MEMORANDUM NO. 56-19 


(Revision No. 1) 
SEPTEMBER 14, 1956. 


FARM PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADJUSTMENTS 


The 84th Congress now adjourned made several very significant improvements 
in legislation authorizing farmers to adjust their production and sales to bring 
market supplies into a better balance with augmented market demand: 

(1) A large beginning toward a workable voluntary conservation acre- 
age reserve was made in adoption of the acreage reserve and conservation 
reserve in the Agricultural Act of 1956; 

(2) The national minimum acreage allotment or base acreage for corn 
was raised from 43 million acres to 51 million acres for 1956; 

(3) Marketing fee or penalty on overquota sales of peanuts was raised 
to 75 percent of support level ; 

(4) Provision has been made for preservation of unused allotments ; 

(5) National minimum acreage allotment for cotton was established at 
17.5 million acres for 1957 and 1958; and 

(6) A minimum allotment for cotton for each family was set at not less 
than 4 acres. 

National Farmers Union continues to urge further improvement and expan- 
sion of various production and marketing adjustment programs as essential 
parts of a comprehensive farm income improvement program. 

Such programs fulfill these major functions: 

(a) Prevent wasteful use of farm labor, capital, and natural resources; 

(b) Assist farmers to keep market supplies of farm commodities in rea- 
sonable balance with market demand and thereby— 

(1) Reduce the Government cost of the income protection and price- 
support program ; and 

(2) In some cases directly raise prices received by farmers above 
support levels or above free market levels in the absence of support 
programs. 

National Farmers Union considers such supply adjustment programs to be 
a third line of defense after everything possible has been done to expand do- 
mestic and foreign human use and demand for farm commodities through main- 
taining and expanding a full employment economy and carrying out policies to 
expand international trade and operating special demand and export expanding 
action programs. 


SUMMARY 


The production and marketing adjustment programs recommended for adop- 
tion by National Farmers Union as amendments to existing law are: 
1. A workable voluntary conservation acreage reserve through improve- 
ment of the Soil Bank Act; 
2. Marketing premium payments for sale of livestock at desirable weights 
and types (not now authorized by existing law) ; 
3. Extension in workable ways to producers of all farm commodities of the 
| privilege of using improved marketing quotas, restricted by existing law to 
the producers of only seven commodities; and 
4. Extension in workable ways to producers of all farm commodities of 
the protection and right to utilize private collective bargaining techniques 
under marketing agreements and orders. 


ECONOMICS OF SUPPLY ADJUSTMENT 


‘ The desirable results of these adjustment programs are derived from two 
acts: 


First, no one seriously believes that farms should waste their time and 
use up their resources to produce commodities that will not be used but whose 
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presence on the market will reduce farm prices and incomes to the bankruptcy 
level. 

Second, the inelasticity of the demand for farm commodities as a whole and 
for many individual farm commodities is so severe that increased quantities 
can be sold only at greatly lowered prices. Or conversely for all commodities 
as a group a1 percent cut in supply will have a 6 percent raising effect on farm 
prices and a 10 percent raising effect on farm net income. 

For example, a 1 percent cut in total farm production at present levels would 
reduce the Government cost of an adequate income protection and price-support 
program by almost $2 billion, or in the absence of such a program would raise 
gross and net farm income by almost $2 billion. 

As a result such adjustment measures reduce the Government cost of the 
income protection-price support program if one is in operation. If the cut in 
production marketing is large enough, market prices will be raised above the 
support level. In the absence of an income protection or price-support program, 
production and marketing reductions raise farm family income directly by 
reducing supply and raising prices received by farmers by a much larger per- 
centage than the volume of sales are cut. 

The acreage reserve in the Agricultural Act of 1956 will raise prices of basics 
5 percent above support level if strongly administered. Marketing quotas 
operate in connection with support programs. Marketing agreements usually 
operate in conjunction with surplus removal operations. But only in the case 
of milk do marketing orders operate along with a price-support program. In 
this case each strengthens and improves the income-raising features of the other. 
Marketing orders protect producers in bargaining collectively with buyers of 
the produce. 

Marketing premium payments would help raise farm income from livestock 
whether operated alone or along with a specific income protection or price- 
support program. 

Acreage allotments are operated in conjunction with price-support programs. 


NEED FOR ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS 


The need for farm production and marketing adjustment programs to raise 
farm income directly or to make specific farm income improving programs more 
workable is derived basically from the chronically adverse trade situation of 
farmers. 

In the absence of specific income protection measures, farm family income 
tends to fall from year to year except in years when the national economy expands 
by as much as 10 percent. 

However, such a rapid rate of expansion would set up conditions that lead to 
inflation of industrial prices and increased farm costs of production. In view 
of this National Farmers Union favors a more modest national economic growth 
rate of about 6 percent per year. However, such a rate of national economic 
expansion is not great enough to raise farm family income toward a parity 
position. 

To expand human use and demand for farm commodities, National Farmers 
Union continues to urge new, improved, and expanded programs of increased 
domestic and foreign consumer purchasing power and the use of farm commodi- 
ties as capital assets to further intelligent foreign economic and humanitarian 
domestic public assistance programs. 

In any particular year, however, the expansion of the national economy anid 
of farm exports and the scope of the special demand-expanding programs may 
not, and in the foreseeable future probably will not, be sufficient to provide the 
effective demand required to keep prices received by farmers at a level that will 
enable farm people to earn parity incomes or a tolerable percentage thereof. 
Moreover, while the level of general demand for all farm commodities may he 
satisfactory, one or more individual commodities may at any time run into 
specific difficulty. 

To protect farm income and to improve it in such circumstances requires 
the use of specific farm income protection and price-support measures through 
workable combinations of parity supplement payments and price-supporting 
loans and purchases. 

However, such programs quickly become subject to political attack if they 
must be used in large magnitude continuously. 

If annual production increases too fast and exceeds the rate of expansion 
of augmented annual demand for domestic consumption and exports, stocks 
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pile up in Government ownership and Government costs for parity supplement 
payments would mount rapidly. Either or both occurrences soon lead to a 
political clamor to “lower the high rigid” support level. 

To forestall those developments, National Farmers Union favors the use of 
federally sanctioned and administered production and marketing adjustment 
programs to enable farmers to keep market supplies in reasonable balance with 
augmented demand. 

OPERATING RELATIONSHIP 


National Farmers Union favors improvement of the Soil Bank Act to provide 
for the use of a voluntary conservation acreage reserve as a satisfactory incen- 
tive program to bring total farm production into general balance with total 
market demand. Under this program, a predetermined part of total farm 
acreage (cropland, meadow, and pasture) would be placed in a conservation 
reserve each year and removed from production for commercial sale. 

So that the production and sale of individual farm commodities could be 
brought into better balance with their own specific domestic and export market 
demand, National Farmers Union supports improvement of marketing quotas, 
acreage allotments and marketing agreements and orders and their extension to 
other commodities and the enactment of a program of marketing premium pay- 
ments on sales of livestock of desirable weights and types. 


NATIONAL WELFARE PROMOTED 


Considerations of national welfare demand continuous concern for the income 
status of farm people. 

In the first place, in a democracy within a republic the income situation of 
any segment of population, particularly one as large as the 22 million plus people 
who live on farms cannot and should not be disregarded. 

In the second place, the immediate and longer run future welfare of the entire 
population is directly and intimately involved. By 1975, the population of the 
United States will be at least 228 million, 37 percent or 62 million more than 
at the end of 1955. For national safety the Nation must develop by 1975 a farm 
productive plant capable of producing approximately one-third more food, fiber, 
oil, and timber than in 1955. 

Third, national prosperity with full employment, full production, and relatively 
full consumption is seriously endangered when any large segment of the economy 
such as farming continues in «a depressed economic condition. It is abundantly 
clear in American history that major national depressions are farm led and 
farm fed. 

Moreover, continued and deepening farm depression acts as a powerful stimu- 
lant to the increase of industrialized agricultural production, corporate farming, 
and an increasing prevalence of tenancy. Such trends as these are inimical to 
the preservation and strengthening of the family farm pattern of American 
agricultural production which is one of the Nation’s major bulwarks of political 
and social stability and democracy within a republic and which is one of the 
Nation’s best examples of hope and inspiration to the 2 billion of the world’s 
people who live by farming but have not yet made the ultimate choice between 
democracy and some form of Fascist or Communist totalitarianism. 

In terms of general national interest (and that of farm people) in maintaining 
family farm income, production, and marketing adjustment rather than support- 
level adjustment is the most intelligent action to reduce pressures on the farm 
income protection program. 

If the 4 percent oversupply is adjusted by lowering support level, farm-family 
income drops drastically, because the support level must be dropped by 25 percent. 
If the adjustment is made by reducing production and marketing, farm-family 
income falls but slightly. 

The arithmetic is as follows: 


104 percent (supply) multiplied by 75 percent (prices) =7S percent gross income. 

78 percent gross income minus 52 percent (costs) =26 percent net income. 

100 percent (supply) multiplied by 100 percent (prices)=100 percent gross 
income. 

100 percent gross income minus 56 percent (costs) 44 percent net income. 

Net income index by cutting production __ coke fier eee oe ae 

Net income index by cutting price____._._____._______ 


Difference (69 percent) 
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Net farm-family income would be nearly 70 percent higher by cutting pro- 
duction by 4 percent than by allowing prices to drop the 25 percent required to 
absorb the additional output in the market. 


NATIONAL WELFARE PROTECTED 


Farm commodity supply adjustments should be viewed as supplemental to farm 
income protection programs and not as income-improving devices in themselves 
for several impelling national welfare reasons. 

First, if such devices are designed to tailor each year’s production to what 
the market will take at prices that will enable farmers to earn full parity 
incomes, there is an ever present danger that adverse crop conditions may result 
in low yields and therefore lead to severe shortages. Moreover, in periods of 
recession and depression the cutting of the production of farm commodities to the 
volume that the depressed market will take at fair prices to farmers would so 
severely reduce supply that starvation and food riots would result. 

This is, of course, exactly the principle upon whieh big industry, big business, 
private profit utilities, and organized labor operates te maintain prices, wage 
rates, and profits while cutting production. 

In 1932, steel production for the year was cnt to only 20 percent of capacity. 
If farmers had cut their production by a similar proportion, then more than 4 of 
each 5 persons in the towns and cities of the United States would have starved 
to death. Obviously the Nation as a whole cannot allow farmers to use produc- 
tion adjustments as a means of income protection to anything like the same 
extent that it allows steel producers to use it. But it is patently unfair to sanc- 
tion and condone enforced scarcity as an economic tool of steel producers, the 
prices of whose products make up a large share of farm production expenses, and 
deny the use of the same tool to farmers. 

In 1954, the steel industry operated at only 71 percent of capacity, average 
for the year. Total industrial production dropped by 8 percent from 1953 to 
1954 although industrial prices were raised. Industrial employment was cut 
by 7 percent but hourly wages rose 2 percent. 

National Farmers Union has opposed milk strikes and other violent means of 
curtailing market supplies of such necessities of life as food and fiber. More- 
over, we are opposed to use of such severe production and marketing adjust- 
ments as those used by the steel and other industries. 

National Farmers Union places the following limits on the use of federally 
sanctioned and administered farm commodity market supply adjustments: 

1. Production and marketing adjustments should not be used to reduce the size 
of already existing carryover of commodities. These should be insulated from 
the market, and such of them as are not needed for the national security reserve 
should be disposed of in nonwasteful noncommercial channels. 

2. Production and marketing adjustments should not be utilized to reduce total 
annual production of any commodity below the volume that the market will buy 
at prices whith will return parity farm income in view of that year’s augmented 
domestic and export demand in a full employment economy. 

To reduce production below these levels would be a great deal more serious 
in the case of food and fiber than in the case, for example, of steel and auto- 
mobiles. 


CONTINUED INCREASE IN FARM PRODUCTIVITY 


Since World War II, there have been 7 years when prices received by farmers 
averaged 100 percent of price parity or more. During these years, farm output 
per man-hour ‘increased on an average of 3 percent per year (table I). No one 
knows, of course, whether such increases in farm productivity will continue in 
future years. - But we do know that farm technological improvements already 
tested but not adopted on most farms eve more than sufficient to maintain the 
above rate of increasing efficiency for the next 5 or 10 years, if farm income is 
maintained anywhere above the 50 percent of income parity level. 

In contrast, population is increasing only. 1.7.percent per year and per person 
consumption is expanding at a rate not faster than three-tenths percent per year. 
This makes a total growth of demand for farm commodities of not much more 
than 2 percent per year, leaving a 1 percent per year drop or net drag. No one, 
of course, can predict future demand for farm commodities with exact accuracy. 

However, if an adequate 100 percent of parity farm-inecome protection program 
is to be operated in what appears to be the future situation, some means must be 
used to hold down advancing farm productivity. In the short. run this cannot 
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be done by reducing price-suppor levels as experience of the Eisenhower-Farm 
Bureau sliding-scale program dramatically demonstrated. (See table II.) 

In the longer run such a policy can be effective in halting the increase of farm 
production only by driving down farm prices and income further and further 
until farm families mortgage their assets to the hilt, lose their net worth, use 
up their available credit, and wear out their soil, water, and other capital 
assets and several generations have gone through the wringer of bankruptcy. 

If the preceding estimate of an approximately 1 percent drag per year is 
correct, this mounting excess of farm commodity supply over effective demand 
would push down prices received by farmers and gross farm incomes by about 
5 to 6 percent per year. With relatively fixed costs of production, net farm 
income would tend to drop by about 10 percent per year if complete reliance was 
placed on the free market. If such income drop were long continued, farm pro- 
duction increases would, of course, ultimately be stopped. But at what a cost 
to farmers and the general welfare. 

Each 1 percent increase of supply over demand for farm commodities reduces 
prices received by farmers by from 5 to 7 percent. Thus maintaining produc- 
tion and cutting price can only bring economic disaster to farmers and the 
Nation. 

However, with an adequate farm income protection and price support pro- 
gram in operation, this same principle (the great inelasticity of demand for 


farm commodities) cam be utilized to support the income program and make it 
workable and much less costly. 


WEAKNESS OF EISENHOWER PROPOSALS 


The Eisenhower administration, following the policy of the national officials 
of American Farm Bureau Federation, appear to favor the complete elimination 
of acreage allotments and marketing quotas, favoring instead a policy of cutting 
price-support levels. 

Moreover, the Eisenhower-Farm Bureau soil-bank proposal was designed 
almost exclusively to enable Commodity Credit Corporation to dispose of the 
stocks owned by it on the domestic commercial market. The small conserva- 
tion reserve provided for in the proposal would not have lifted the prices received 
by farmers for nonbasic commodities above the already deplorably low support 
loan levels to which they have been progressively dropped over the past 3 years. 

First, the Eisenhower soil-bank proposal would not improve farm income; and 
second, it was designed to cut annual production of basics below annual market 
takings at support level so that existing carryovers could be reduced. 


WEAKNESS OF EXISTING LAW 


In addition to specific detailed weaknesses of existing production and market- 
ing adjustment laws that will be discussed in separate memoranda, several 
major weaknesses should be listed here.. These are: 

1. Except for the small conservation reserve of the soil bank, only a small 
select list of these basic commodities—wheat, cotton, corn, peanuts, tobacco, 
and rice—are eligible to use the devices: 

2. Too little attention is paid to protecting the income base of small family 
farmers; 

3. They are rendered cumbersome by inapplicable or unworkable gadgetry ; and 

4. The $450 million appropriation authorized for the small conservation re- 
serve is grossly inadequate to the job assigned to it. 
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TABLE I.—Parity price ratio and increasing farm efficiency and productivity, 
1946-55 


Percent in- 
crease in farm 
productivity 
above preced- 


' 
Index of farm 
Farm price | output per 
Year parity ratio man-hour in 
| following 


year ing year 

1946_- : rt 113 92 1 
1947 seccebe ‘ = 115 | 104 | 13 
1948 rors 110 | 104 | 0 
1949 100 112 

1950 ed. Same ae eet 101 113 | 1 
1951__ msl is 107 120 6 
1952 eee nen et 100 123 2 
1953 : ce 92 126 | 13 
1954. ws sued ees Boe$ 89 | 130 | ee 
TO oka tei Shin tb cas cebaahteee sees 84 as Seiehl 





1 Average for 7 years. 





TABLE II.—Sliding scale has not reduced farm production—When support levels 
were reduced, production increased, except where marketing quotas were put 
into effect 


Level of support Production 
Commodity Unit Per unit Millions of units 
Se Percent Percent 
change change 
1952 1955 1952 1955 
MEIN cimer sanne -| Bushels $2. 20 $2. 06 —6 1, 299 1 YB 1 9K 
Rice -__- Ae Hundred- 5.04 +. 66 —8 48 1 53 1+10 
weight. 

Ootten....... we. CU 31 31 0 

Do Bales 15.1 114.6 3 
Corn ne Bushels 1. 60 1. 58 —1 2, 977 23, 185 247 
Oats es ; ...do ‘ 78 61 —22 1, 260 1, 576 +25 
Sorghum grain Hundred- 2. 38 1.78 —25 SS 232 +180 

| weight. 

Soybeans ; Bushels. 2. 56 2.04 — 2 298 371 +30) 
Milk Percent 90 75 —17 

a ~ Pounds : 80, 812 87, 773 +4 
Barley __- a do 1. 22 94 —23 226 391 +73 
Flaxseed _ _- = Bushels 3.77 2.91 —23 30 41 +37 
Rye ié5.. .do 1.42 1.18 —17 16 29 +81 


! Marketing quotas in operation in 1955 but not in 1952. 
2 Acreage allotments in operation in 1955 but not in 1952. 


Source: Crop Production 1955, published hy Agricultural Marketing Service, U. S. Department of 
Agriculture. 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the invitation of your 
committee to express to you the thinkin,; of our members on the pend- 
ing bill. It is always a privilege as well as an inspiration to appear 
before your committee that has such a long and admirable parliamen- 
tary record of service to the family farm within the framework of the 
general welfare. 

May I welcome your new member and say to him: “We are gratified 
to know that your sympathetic understanding of the economic prob- 
lems of Georgia farm people and of family farms generally will be 
added to the accumulated wisdom and judgment of this committee 
in the broader national applications. You have indeed joined an 
august and worthy company in becoming a member of this committee. 
We shall look forward to working with you in whatever way we can 
be of help in the promotion of the economic opportunity of America’s 
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family farmers in an expanding and prosperous national economy.” 

Thank you for your consideration and attention. 

Senator Young. Mr. Chairman, I understand that Senator Mans- 
field was tied up with a very impor tant meeting of the Foreign 
Relations Committee this morning, but he will file a statement. 

Senator Scorr. It may be inserted when received. 
(The statement to be furnished by Senator Mansfield is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
January 26, 1957. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I was out of the city on Friday and did not return until 

— the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry had concluded its hearing on 
828, a bill relating to increased allotments for durum wheat. As you know 

T joined with Senator Young and a number of other Senators in introducing this 
legislation and I want to take this means of expressing my wholehearted support 
of this bill, urging that the measure be reported favorably by your committee 
in the near future. 

During the past 2 years legislation has been enacted by Congress in the form 
of an incentive to increase the production of durum. As you know, this is the 
one variety of wheat which has not been produced in surplus and imports have 
been necessary to meet domestic demands. I believe that the 1956 crop was 
the first year that domestie production met domestic demands. This was 
brought about by the incentive program which allowed increased durum allot- 
ments dependent upon reduced planting of other wheat (producers were per- 
mitted to plant 3 acres of durum wheat for each acre of their existing allotment 
not planted to wheat other than durum wheat.) 

Under the provisions of 8S. 323 now before your committee the incentive would 
be limited to 1 additional acre of durum wheat for each acre of the existing 
allotment that was not planted to wheat other than durum. I fear that if an 
incentive is not provided for the 1957 crop the situation will revert to that of 
previous years and a short supply of the wheat variety so important to the 
macaroni and spaghetti industry. 

Because of the very nature of the hazards connected with durum wheat and 
its limited growing area, farmers will not take these risks to meet our domestic 
demands if there is not sufficient incentive. 

Under the program as outlined in this bill, a certain amount of other wheats 
will be taken out of production thus helping to reduce the surplus of these 
wheats. In addition this additional acreage will provide a boost to the econ- 
omies of many farm areas in the Midwest. 

It is my understanding that Congressman LeRoy Anderson, of Montana, 
Second District, presented able testimony at the hearing on this durum-wheat 
legislation as it affects Montana. He is well qualified to speak in view of his 
experience as a wheat farmer. 

In closing I ask that this letter be made a part of record on S. 323. 

With best personal wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MANSFIELD. 


Senator Youne. I would hope that these hearings could be turned 
over to the Department of Agriculture for their perusal, and then 
they be asked to appear sometime, in a week or 10 days, or as soon 
as they have a chance to go over this testimony, and then make known 
their position either in writing or appear personally. 

Senator Scorr. Do you have anything further ? 

Senator Youn. I have no additional witnesses. 

Senator Scorr. If there is nothing further, the committee will ad- 
journ, subject to the call of the Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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(The following letters were submitted for the record :) 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 19, 1957. 
Hon. MILton R. Youna, 


United States Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR YouNG: I have noted with interest and favorably so, your intro- 
duction of a bill for a special durum program for 1957. I believe it will be 
necessary to have some kind of an incentive to sow durum in 1957 if we desire 
the average annual production of durum to be available to the manufacturers. 

I, at one time, was not so convinced, but after visiting with a good number 
of farmers and others the past month or so I am forced to change my thinking. 
This reflection coupled with analysis of the statistical figures that are available 
as far as durum production is concerned over the years, would indicate that very 
definitely an incentive program for growing durum is necessary in 1957. 

Even with an incentive program, pricewise as well as acreagewise, North 
Dakota farmers fell far short of their average normal seeding of durum. Our 
1945-54 average acres of durum seeded in North Dakota was some 2.2 million 
acres. In 1956, a full million acres short or 1.2 million acres. The acreage in 1956 
produced some 19 million bushels of durum. This figures out to be an average 
yield per acre of durum in 1956 to be 16 bushels versus 17.6 for Hard Red Spring 
wheat and the 10-year average of 1945-54 of 12 bushels of durum as the aver- 
age yield per acre. This very definitely points out that 1956 was extremely 
an unusual season for the growing and production of durum in North Dakota. 

We ean go on and analyze the figures for Montana where the estimated durum- 
seeded acreage in 1955 and prior years to be about 14,000 acres. In 1956 with 
a durum incentive program, we find that the Montana farmers seeded some 
900,000 acres with a yield in 1956 of 18 million bushels. There are some very 
definite reasons why such a complete revolution among the farmers in Montana 
took place from seeding of winter wheat, spring wheat to durum wheat. 

The first point that should be emphasized is that the winter wheat acreage 
in Montana in 1956 winter kill and then the Montana farmer chose to sow 
durum on such acreage because of the incentive and privilege of seeding an 
additional acreage of durum. So we can think of the durum production in 
the State of Montana, as far as 1956 is concerned, as somewhat of flash in 
the pan. From personal contacts in Montana this past week, it is learned that 
the winter-wheat acreage is much more satisfactory and appears to be coming 
through in much better condition than it did a year ago. This then, namely, the 
winter wheat if it comes through, will not be displaced with durum seeding in 
1957. Then too, we should point out that in Montana like in North Dakota, 
we had some very phenomenal per acreage yields of durum in 1956. The aver- 
age yield of the very nominal number of acres prior to 1955 was 1314 bushels 
per acre compared to the 1814 bushel yield per acre in 1956. 

It is true that we have somewhere in the neighborhood of 38 to 39 million 
bushels of durum produced in 1956. It is estimated that possibly there is 
an annual disappearance of approximately 25 million bushels for food, 8 mil- 
lion bushels for export, and 3 to 3% million bushels for seeding purposes. This 
totals approximately 36 to 37 million bushel disappearance. Unon a quick 
examination, one would think that the production in 1956 would be adequate. 
But upon second thought and analysis, how many years in succession can we 
expect to get the phenomenal vields that we exnerienced in 1956. 

There is another factor with the very excellent performance and the acceptance 
by the farmer in North Dakota of growing Selkirk wheat, a Hard Red Spring 
wheat, and because it is also accepted by the millers, those who have had experi- 
ence in farming know that it is less hazardous, much more economical to pro- 
duce Hard Red Spring wheat than itis durum wheat. Let me repeat, the average 
vield in 1956 in North Dakota of wheat was 17.6 bushels per acre ¢ mp ured to 
16 bushels of durum. 

This coupled with another factor at the price of the Hard Red Spring wheat, 
and in this case Selkirk, is cheaper by one-third than the durum seed including 
and assuming that there is adequate bushelage of the four new varieties of durum 
that are rust resistant available for seeding the 1957 crop. Right at this moment, 
there is a very keen interest on the part of the Canadians for the one new rust- 
resistant variety of durum called Ramsey. The bushelage of volume of this 
variety disappearing from the farmers in the United States will tend, no doubt, 
to stimulate an increase in prices of the remaining volume of the other three 
rust-resistant varieties of durum namely Langdon, Towner, and Yuma. 
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I do not think that we can expect 1957 to yield the same production and volume 
of durum per acre that we experienced in 1956. We can assume, perhaps, that 
we could experience more closely to the average yield per acre of somewhere 
around 12 bushels. If this is true, then we will need at least 2 million acres 
plus, seeded to durum, to take care of a goodly percentage of the possible disap- 
pearance, even in spite of the fact that we will assume that Montana will sow 
half the acreage they did in 1956, which I do not think that they will do because 
of the present situation, both moisture and the status of their winter wheat. 

Personally, I am reflecting the thinking of many that the acreage incentive 
has a greater appeal than the price-differential incentive. I am thinking of at 
least 1-for-1 formula as far as acreage is concerned and I also feel that the price 
differential should be left as it is and was in 1956. These two incentives, par- 
ticularly the average incentive, will be needed if we are to attain the production 
of durum that will be necessary for domestic and export consumption. 

I want to say also that we should encourage the proper labeling of the products 
coming from durum. You have already indicated your interest and exercised 
your influence and certainly you are to be encouraged to continue to do so. 

Yours very truly, 
Pau. E. R. ABRAHAMSON, 
Agricultural Department, The McCabe Co. 





MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 18, 1957. 
Senator Miiton R. Young, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR YounG: The Langdon durum meeting report indicates that 
durum acreage fov 1957 is not likely to equal the acreage grown prior to the 
15B stem-rust epidemic. The high yield of Selkirk in 1956 has encouraged a 
greater acreage of it for 1957. Growers consider bread wheat easier to grow 
than durum because it is less likely to lodge and has a shorter straw than durum. 

Montana grew a large acreage of durum in 1956 for two reasons: (1) The 
2-for-1 privilege which allowed growers an income from their restricted or idle 
acres; (2) There was a heavy winter wheat loss which was sowed to durum. 

The USDA reports an average production for 1945-54 of 189,000 bushels of 
durum for Montana and other States where durum estimates are not shown 
separately. 

The durum processors estimate the macaroni trade will use 18 to 20 million 
bushels during 1956-57. Exports this year were 6,750,000 bushels and Italy 
purchased 3,250,000 bushels last week, making a total of approximately 10 million 
bushels. 

It could be detrimental to durum growers and the durum milling industry if 
there was a short crop in 1957 because processors would again turn to substitutes. 
The durum industry will undoubtedly return to 100 percent durum when they 
are annually assured of sufficient durum to maintain a quality product. 

Some of the 1956 crop was damaged by frost, which includes new rust-resistant 
varieties. This partially reduced the seed supply of the new durums. 

Some type of special durum legislation would help in providing the necessary 
durum for 1957. We appreciate anything you may be able to do for durum 
production in 1957. 

Yours very truly, 
Henry O. PuTNAM, 
Precutive Secretary, Northwest Crop Improvement Association. 





JANUARY 26, 1957. 
Hon. SENATOR MILTON YOUNG: 


Hon. SENATOR WILLIAM LANGER: 


The Sargent County Farmers Union County Board met in session on Janu- 
ary 23, 1957, and unanimously recommended the following resolution: 

Since there is no surplus of durum wheat and since durum wheat is considered 
the same as hard wheat in the wheat program, we unanimously recommend the 
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Young resolution which permits a farmer to seed 2 acres of durum wheat for 
each 1 acre of hard wheat taken out of production. 
Signed, 
OscaR WAHLUND, 
Chairman, Cogswell. 
MELVIN HALMAST, 
De Lamere. 
b CLARENCE SUNDQUIST, 
Forman. 
LAWRENCE KUMMETH, 
Secretary, Cogswell. 


Thirty-fifth Legislative Assembly, State of North Dakota, begun and held at the 
Capitol in the City of Bisinarck, on Tuesday, the Sth day of January, 1957. 


House CONCURRENT RESOLUTION “A” 
(Power, Renfrow, Tollefson, Currie and Heller ) 


A concurrent resolution requesting the United States Secretary of Agriculture to support 
legislation revising acreage controls on durum wheat during 1957 


Whereas North Dakota normally produces approximately S85 percent of all 
durum wheat grown in the United States, and the legislature of this State is 
vitally interested in the production of this crop; 

Whereas the demand for export of durum wheat has greatly increased, as has 
its domestic demand, especially in the macaroni industry ; 

Whereas planting of durum wheat will be discouraged and curtailed if positive 
and favorable action is not taken on the Federal level of government to revise 
and change the laws and regulations governing acreage planted in durum wheat ; 
and 

Whereas the North Dakota congressional delegation will introduce legislation 
which should promote the interests of basic agriculture in the United States by 
enabling which growers to produce the durum wheat necessary to fill the in- 
creasing demand therefor: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of North Dakota, the Senate coneur- 
ring therein, That the United States Secretary of Agriculture is hereby urged 
and requested to support legislation introduced by the North Dakota congres- 
sional delegation for consideration by this Ist session of the S5Sth Congress, 
designed to revise the laws and regulations governing acreage control of durum 
wheat farmers; be it further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State is directed to forward copies of this reso- 
lution to the United States Secretary of Agriculture, to the North Dakota con- 
gressional delegation, and to the chairmen of the respective committees on agri- 
culture of the United States Senate and House of Representatives of the S5th 
Congress. 


B. WoLrF, 

Speaker of the House. 

GERALD F. STAIR, 

Chief Clerk of the House. 

CLYDE DUFFY, 
President of the Senate. 

Vic GILBREATH, 
Secretary of the Senate. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 28, 1957. 
Mr. Marvin MCcCLAIN, 
issistant Secretary of Avriculture, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. McLAIN: We wired you on January 24 urging your support of the 
Young bill in connection with the durum acreage allotment. As you know, 
farmers in the durum wheat area are reluctant to plant durum in view of their 
disastrous experience in 19538 through 1955 when rust practically wiped out the 
crop or greatly reduced yields. 
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The acreage allotment program on durum last year provided sufficient incentive 
to secure adequate durum acreage and with favorable weather conditions 
resulted in generous durum supplies for the first time since 1952. During this 
period of inadequate durum supplies, the macaroni industry was forced to sub- 
stitute hard wheat products to a large extent, resulting in an inferior macaroni 
product. The consuming public is slow to recognize this difference in quality, 
but there is no doubt that the increase in per capita consumption of macaroni 
products was definitely stopped and a decline in consumer acceptance was occur- 
ring. This is partially evidenced by increasing quantities of imported macaroni 
products coming into this country and finding a market for the first time in 20 
years or more. We are convinced that if the macaroni industry is again forced 
to use hard wheat products as their raw material because of inadequate supplies 
of durum, the consumption of macaroni products will decline instead of provid- 
ing an increasing domestic market for the durum wheat farmer. Durum wheat 
milling requirements have increased from around 13 million in the the mid-1930's 
to a little over 25 million bushels in 1952, representing a per capita increase from 
around 4% pounds to around 6% pounds during this period. In our opinion it 
is not unreasonable to expect the per capita consumption to increase gradually 
to 10 pounds provided sufficient durum wheat is available to enable the macaroni 
industry to provide the necessary quality. 

Unless durum wheat farmers have sufficient incentive to plant durum wheat, 
there are strong indications that they will plant the Selkirk variety of spring 
wheat where they would ordinarily have planted durum. The increased yields 
and better returns per acre last year on Selkirk versus durum, plus their 
skepticism as to rust resistance of even the new varieties of durum, make this 
obvious. The 1-for-1 provision in the Young bill might conceivably provide around 
a million and a half acres of durum which might be adequate, provided we have 
favorable weather conditions resulting in good yields per acre. Without the 
1-for-1 program, we might well end up with under 1 million acres of durum planted 
this spring. 

We therefore strongly urge your support of this legislation which is an absolute 
minimum requirement if we are to have anything like satisfactory durum sup- 
plies this coming crop year. As you probably know, we have no particular ax to 
grind so far as milling durum or hard wheats is concerned in that in addition 
to our durum mills we have 15 milling plants east of the Rockies where we mill 
hard winters, hard springs, or soft wheats, from any of which we can supply the 
macaroni industry with wheat products if other than durum products were 
desired. We are firmly convinced, however, that durum wheat products are 
essential to the well-being of the macaroni industry if it is to continue to grow 
and provide an ever-increasing domestic outlet for our wheat production. 

Very truly yours, 
ATHERTON BEAN, 
President, International Milling Co. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 24, 1957. 
MARVIN McLAIN, 


Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

We urge your support for Young bill on durum wheat acreage now being con- 
sidered. Unless durum farmers have this incentive, our best information they 
will turn to Selkirk variety spring wheat in view of their experience last year 
with better yields and less rust hazard, resulting in entirely inadequate durum 
supplies for domestic requirement. Macaroni industry have raised per capita 
consumption with durum wheat products, providing assured domestic outlet of 
about 25 million bushels under normal supply conditions. Unless have adequate 
durum supplies they are forced use hard wheat products with less public accept- 
ance resulting declining consumption this important wheat product. 

ATHERTON BEAN, 


President, International Milling Co. 
x 





